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ABSTRACT
The Human Dynamics Needed in the Change Process for Transformational
Implementation of Educational Reform: Common Core State Standards
By Daisy Morales, Ed.D.
Purpose: The purpose of this study was to explore and describe the changes made in
mindset, behaviors, culture, and systems as perceived by K-12 school district directors
and principals in California in the implementation of the California Common Core State
Standards (CCSS).
Methods: This study was descriptive and qualitative, conducted by interviewing 8
principals and 8 directors who have been in their positions for 3 or more years, had firsthand experience with the implementation of the California Common Core State
Standards (CCSS), and were familiar with the shifts needed in CCSS. The interviews
were recorded, transcribed, coded, and analyzed for patterns and themes. The study used
Ackerman Anderson and Anderson’s conscious leader accountability model integrated
with their change leader’s roadmap model for leading transformation.
Findings: Six themes were discovered as common between principals and directors in
the 4 domains. In mindsets, both principals and directors mentioned allowing mistakes
and taking risks. In behaviors, it was collaboration and leadership for the/by many. The
principals connected collaboration with support, while the director highlighted
collaboration and teamwork. In culture, the principals mentioned the cycle of inquiry as
a new culture, and with a similar theme, directors shared the need for continuous
improvement. Leadership was a common theme between the two sets of participants.
Directors mentioned leadership by many, and principals said leadership is for the many.
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In systems, both principals and directors shared that the districts’ providing professional
development was a new system.
Conclusions: The findings and literature support that CCSS was a second-order change
handled by many as a first-order change. CCSS was meant to be a transformation change
in the educational system in California, and yet only developmental changes were
attempted. There are various styles of leadership, and those are not clear to many
educators. As part of the CCSS implementation, gaining the trust of teachers was not
intentional.
Recommendations: Educators should be trained in the theories of educational change
processes in order to effectively implement transformational reforms. The leadership
development of educators needs to include the various types of leadership styles and how
to be a change agent when needed.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION
System reform will never be a success if only leaders are working on it. There are
not enough leaders to go around. But there are enough peers.
—Michael Fullan
“What students need to know and be able to do in the twenty first century” is a
statement made by nearly every teacher, principal, administrator, superintendent, and
even politician when discussing the future of education, particularly within the 21st
century. The urgency to determine how to best educate students in the United States has
been compounded with the thought that there are now two achievement gaps to close: the
first, specifically identified in 1983 by the educational report of A Nation at Risk that
addressed the gap in achievement between middle- and upper-class students versus the
quality of schooling for most poor, minority students; and the second, the gap that exists
between the best academically and intellectually schooled American students against all
that they will need to know in order to function and thrive in today’s global infrastructure
(National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983; Porter, 2013; Wagner, 2008;
Zhao, 2009).
Educational reform in the United States can be seen throughout the first part of
the 20th century, but it was made public and brought to the attention of the people in
National Commission on Excellence’s report entitled A Nation at Risk (Cristol &
Ramsey, 2014). This report with its indicators of risk, findings, and recommendations
sounded the alarm that the nation’s schools were not preparing students for the future
(Hood, 1993; National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). Unfortunately,
even though the report undeniably brought to light the critical state of education in the
United States, it did not bring with it any solutions to the dismal picture it portrayed
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(Fullan, 2016). The response to this report was incredibly slow and was the beginning of
accountability through the adoption of state standards and the monitoring of student
achievement through high-stakes assessments. The federal government finally reacted
when in 2002, President Bush reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) by signing the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 (Hawkins, 2014;
Klein, 2015). This act accelerated the federal government’s role in linking student
outcomes and school accountability by requiring schools to meet Annual Yearly Progress
(AYP) or risk losing federal funding (Hawkins, 2014; Klein, 2015). AYP required
schools to hit certain learning targets in English and math for special subgroups as well as
for all students with the end goal of having all students at 100% proficiency by the end of
the 2013-2014 school year. It placed sanctions on schools that did not meet AYP. It
required school districts to hire highly qualified teachers, particularly the schools serving
underrepresented minorities (Hawkins, 2014).
As part of a federal stimulus package signed into law by President Obama, Race
to the Top (RTTT) was launched in July, 2009 (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).
The law mandated a revamping of NCLB and added funding incentives to states that
developed systems to better monitor student assessment and were able to close student
achievement gap (U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2011).
The application for the RTTT fund was not easy and required meeting various
priorities and criteria. One of those priorities and a requirement of the grant was the
adoption and implementation of Common Core State Standards (CCSS) by the year
2013-2014 (U.S. Department of Education, 2009; U.S. Government Accountability
Office, 2011). California adopted the CCSS in August 2010, stating it would be in full
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implementation by 2014-2015 (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2017). In April
2014, the California Department of Education (CDE) presented its comprehensive plan
titled Common Core State Standards Systems Implementation Plan for California (2014).
The plan provided the path to follow related to implementation including the philosophy
of how it came about as well as strategies for integration kindergarten through Grade 12.
Throughout this history of educational reform, initiatives continue to have one
thing in common: they lack the details on how to accomplish the lofty goals they lay out
(Fullan, 2016). Many policies have failed in implementation because they might be
successful in one situation but not successful in another. What has not been addressed by
these reform efforts is the need for the understanding of change process or change
knowledge (Fullan, Cuttress, & Kilcher, 2005). As Fullan (2011b) stated with regard to
change process themes, these ideas are “not new, rather, they have become dormant over
the past half-century” (p. 19). Change is part of everything that is done, and from the
reform efforts listed above, education is awash with it. Amidst it all, change has been
elusive, and it is evident that schools are inept at handling change (Thompson, 2010).
Without a plan to implement educational reform through a change process framework,
well-intended initiatives will continue to frustrate educators and eventually fall by the
wayside like their predecessors. Fullan (2016) stated that what is needed is a “healthy
respect for and mastery of the change process, . . . [which would] lead to the
revitalization of teaching and learning that is so desperately needed in the lives of
educators and students today” (p. 8).
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Background
Change is an undeniable part of life, yet few people are good at dealing with it
because it can be threating and difficult to handle (Thompson, 2010). The lack of an
understandable change process has caused numerous educational reforms to fail as
educators have been left to determine how to change a system without guidance.
Educational leaders need to be change agents, equipped to lead other educators through
the change process that will result in transformational practice. The CCSS is an
educational initiative that requires the ability to implement a change process that is
transformational in nature.
Change Process in Transformational Initiatives
According to Ackerman Anderson and Anderson (2010), “Transformation
demands shifts in leadership and employee mindset, culture, ways of relating, and the
ability to course-correct” (p. 3). The transformational change required by the CCSS will
require leadership that is knowledgeable in the change process and all that it entails. The
change process is complex, nonlinear, and recursive and demands effective change in
leadership (Waters & Cameron, 2007). Successful implementation of change requires
leaders that know not only what to do but also why, when, and how to do it (Waters,
Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). In 2003, when discussing balanced leadership, Waters et
al. shared the importance of leaders knowing the difference of first- and second-order
changes. They shared 11 characteristics within the two types of change (Waters et al.,
2003). Then in 2007, Waters and Cameron revisited those characteristics and
summarized them into three characteristics for each of the two types of change.
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First-order change. This type of change is perceived as an extension of the past
within existing paradigms, consistent with prevailing values and norms and implemented
with existing knowledge and skills (Waters & Cameron, 2007).
Second-order change. This change is perceived as a break with the past outside
of existing paradigms, conflicted with prevailing values and norms requiring new
knowledge and skills to implement (Waters & Cameron, 2007). Second-order change
and transformational change have a key feature in common in that when the change
begins, it is not obvious how things will be made better and the outcome is not clearly
visible (Ackerman Anderson & Anderson, 2010; Waters et al., 2003).
Educational leaders need to facilitate systematic change processes and create and
engage new ways of conducting school (Achieve, College Summit, National Association
of Secondary School Principals, & National Association of Elementary School Principals,
2012). Over the years, much has been written about leadership styles, skills, and
behaviors; yet little has been written to address the need of leaders developing change
knowledge (Fullan, 2011a; Fullan et al., 2005).
Change Models Commonly Used in Education
Navigating change is not an easy task. Throughout the years numerous theories,
models, and methods have been created and implemented to help facilitate the change
process. All change models require multiple steps or phases, and the implementer must
lead others successfully through the various sections in an attempt to complete the
change. As mentioned earlier, not all change is the same so the leader must learn to
determine which model is appropriate for the change needed. In education, four of the
more common change models are Lewin’s three-step change model, Kotter’s eight-step
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change model, Cooperrider and Whitney’s appreciative inquiry model, and AndersonAckerman and Anderson’s change leader’s roadmap model.
Lewin’s three-step change model (1951). The three phases that makes up this
model are (a) unfreeze, (b) change, and (c) refreeze. The unfreezing is composed of
breaking down the old way of doing things in the area where change is desired. In
making “the change,” here is where the move is made to the new way or practice that is
needed. This can be thought of as the implementation of the change where things begin
to be done differently. In the final phase of refreezing, the new protocols are practiced
repeatedly in order for them to take root as the new way of doing business, whereby
establishing a new state.
Kotter’s change model (1996). This model consists of eight steps:
(a) establishing a sense of urgency, (b) creating a guiding coalition, (c) developing a
vision and strategy, (d) communicating the change vision, (e) empowering employees for
broad-based action, (f) generating short-term wins, (g) consolidating gains and producing
more change, and (h) anchoring new approaches in the culture.
Appreciative inquiry model (2001). This change model is based on the belief
that change happens in a social system; and the important steps to take in order to change
are (a) discovery, (b) dream, (c) design, and (d) destiny.
Anderson-Ackerman and Anderson change model (2010). This is the most
intricate of the change models. It contains three phases with subsets in each phase. The
total eight steps are (a) prepare to lead the change, (b) create organizational vision and
commitment, (c) assess the situation, (d) design the desired state, (e) analyze the impact,
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(f) plan and organize for implementation, (g) implement the change, (h) celebrate and
integrate the new state, and (i) learn and course correct.
Many times implementation of new educational reforms or programs fail because
leaders are not equipped to effectively facilitate the process of change (Fullan, 2016).
Knowledge, understanding, and practice of change processes as part of leading a school
are critical if schools are to move forward and implemented the changes that are needed
to help students achieve and meet the rigorous academic standards, the CCSS.
Major Leadership Styles
There are many leadership approaches, but when it comes to the implementation
of initiatives or change, two main ones stand out: transactional and transformational
(Castro Lopez, 2014; Northouse, 2013). Leadership experts Bass and Riggio (2006) and
Burns (1978) have written extensively on these two overarching leadership styles.
Though presented separately, these two models share common attributes and presented at
times as being on the same continuum. Specific to education, instructional leadership is
another approach that has been developed to address the leadership needs within school
settings (Blase & Blase, 1999).
Transactional leadership. Transactional leaders are those who lead through a
social exchange (Bass & Riggio, 2006). In the relationship, each person recognizes the
other and is aware of the need for one another in order to accomplish the work at hand
(Aristotle, 1995). There is a set of behaviors that is based on tasks or things to be
accomplished. At the center of transactional leadership is the notion of exchange that
happens between the leader and the follower based on an almost bartering system of give
and take. The transactional leader requires duties to be fulfilled by his or her follower
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and then rewards his or her follower for completing the task such as with a salary,
incentives, recognition, and so forth (Aristotle, 1995; Bass & Riggio, 2006; Boseman,
2008; Burns, 1978). Bass (1990) amplified Burns’s work and described three main
characteristics of transactional leadership: management by exception (both passive and
active), contingent reward, and laissez-faire (Castro Lopez, 2014).
Transformational leadership. The transformational leader goes beyond having
followers complete a list of tasks and builds a relationship in which the followers are
motivated and inspired to reach goals because of the importance and value of the vision
presented (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Boseman, 2008). This type of leader infuses passion
into employees in a way that allows them to transcend their own interest for the sake of
the greater purpose of the organization (Bass, 1990; Boseman, 2008). Transformational
leaders differ greatly from transactional leaders in that they find ways to meet not just
their intellectual needs but their emotional needs as well (Aristotle, 1995; Bass, 1990;
Bass & Riggio, 2006). Bass (1990) shared the multidimensional characteristics of
transformational leaders as being (a) charisma, (b) inspiration, (c) intellectual stimulation,
and (d) individualized consideration (Castro Lopez, 2014).
Instructional leadership. In an attempt to address specific needs in leading
schools, the number one leadership approach in education is that of instructional
leadership (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). Although much has been written about
instructional leadership, it is yet to be fully and clearly defined. There are definitions that
provide tasks, responsibilities, activities, and functions that are part of this leadership
approach. What is consistent is that along with general leadership
functions/takes/activities such as planning, organizing, and motivating, this leadership
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style includes the educational components of coaching teachers, team collaboration, and
joint problem solving. Educators are joined together in “moral service to students”
(Blase & Blase, 1999, p. 350).
Elementary and Secondary School Act and No Child Left Behind
ESEA was originally signed into law by President Lyndon Johnson in 1965 in an
attempt to ensure that federal resources were used to help students with disadvantages as
well as those with special learning needs (Klein, 2015; Michelman, 2012). This statutory
section became known as Title I, which has been reauthorized several times, and each
time the federal government has used it to expand its role in education (Klein, 2015). At
that time, 90% of the funds provided for education came from the states and districts.
There was limited funding provided by the federal government, which translated to
limited involvement with regard to policies and decision making that affected educational
initiatives. From 1965 to 2002, education reform was stagnant. There were minimal
changes made to the teacher-student ratio, which dropped by 40%. The funds paid by the
states per student grew, 1950 ($1,189) to 1991 ($5,237), making it also possible to
increase teacher’s salaries (Hood, 1993). Despite the increase in resources to various
areas of education, student performance did not keep pace. It became even more
apparent when in 1986, the Southern Regional Education Board did a member survey and
discovered that at least one third of its students required remedial courses as they entered
college (Hood, 1993).
In 2001, with an overwhelming partisan support, Congress passed the NCLB and
in 2002, President George W. Bush signed it into law (Klein, 2015; Michelman, 2012).
The NCLB became the new name for the former ESEA. The push behind NCLB was an
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increasing concern that students were leaving the educational system but were unable to
compete at the same level as their counterparts in other countries (Klein, 2015). The
same concern was shared in the educational report, A Nation at Risk, published 19 years
prior (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). NCLB significantly
increased the federal role in education as it attempted to hold states responsible for the
academic progress of students. Accountability and results were the driving forces behind
this new initiative (Michelman, 2012) in an attempt to “close the achievement gap,” a
term that began being used more and more after the issuance of NCLB.
Race to the Top and Common Core State Standards
Most states chose to take advantage of President Obama’s signing of the RTTT
legislation and opted for adopting the CCSS. Currently, 42 states and the District of
Columbia have adopted the CCSS (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2017).
When creating the grant fund for RTTT, the U.S. Department of Education (USDE)
required states to show reform in four specific areas: (a) recruiting, developing,
rewarding, and retaining effective teachers and principals, especially where they are
needed most; (b) turning around states’ lowest achieving schools, which can include
interventions such as replacing school staff, converting the school into a charter school,
or closing the school; (c) building data systems that measure student growth and success
and inform teachers and principals how they can improve instruction; (d) adopting
standards and assessments that prepare students to succeed in college and the workplace
and to compete in the global economy (USDE, 2016b; U.S. Government Accountability
Office, 2011). In addition to these reform areas, USDE developed 19 criteria taken from
these reforms that would be divided into two groups. The criterion for group one was
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based on the state’s plan or status of any current reforms. The second was based on the
state’s plan to implement new reforms (U.S. Government Accountability Office, 2011).
In 2011, when reporting on the RTTT funding, the Office of Accountability stated, “The
overarching goal of RTTT is to foster large-scale education reform” (p. 26). The
intention of the RTTT as well as the CCSS is for it to serve as a transformational process
(Petersen & Birch, 2013).
The CCSS were developed with stakeholder input in a collaborative manner to
provide the kind of reform that would allow for the academic success of students in order
for them to be college and career ready (Michelman, 2012). It is a framework through
which states can develop a balanced curriculum, content, and skills to address the
educational needs of students. According to Petersen and Birch (2013), the National
Writing Project stated that “our work could be a model for the kind of curricular redesign
and rethinking required in order to realize the full transformative potential of the
Common Core” (p. 2). The CCSS provides the states the structure and flexibility that
was lacking with NCLB.
Statement of the Research Problem
Public education has been undergoing reforms for over a century (Independent
School Management, 2016). Since 1965 with the passing of the ESEA, the federal
government has been attempting to fix the educational system (Balch, 2014). With each
passing decade, more and more accountability measures have been put in place. Yet in
1983, the National Commission on Excellence in Education reported that the educational
system in the nation was at risk. The report shared information about the dual
achievement gap: the first one between the scores of financially affluent students and
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their low-income counterparts and the second between America’s educational scores and
other developed countries (Hood, 1993; National Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983; Wagner, 2008; Zhao, 2009).
NCLB was another attempt at reforming the system. With its promise of having
all students at 100% of proficiency in English and math by 2013-2014, by 2010 NCLB
was projected to fail, which caused the U.S. Secretary of Education to request that
Congress rewrite the law (Klein, 2015; USDE, 2010). Also in 2010, the USDE gave its
final report on NCLB and stated, “There were very few noteworthy changes in reports of
district and school improvement efforts” (USDE, 2010, p. 168). There is evidence that
the educational system in America has been broken for years and continues to fail; some
would say it is a failure in itself (Klein, 2015; Wagner, 2008; Zhao, 2009). The world
has entered the 21st century, but education in America has not (Petersen & Birch, 2013;
Zhao, 2009).
Finally, heeding the reports made by colleges, businesses, and the military that
students were graduating without basic skills in reading, writing, and math (National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983; Wagner, 2008), the CCSS were written
and linked to College and Career-Ready standards (CCR). In 1996, a bipartisan group of
governors and business leaders created Achieve, a nonprofit educational reform
organization charged with helping to develop the CCSS and CCR. In its annual report in
2013, Achieve stated,
The CCSS are rigorous and aligned with the knowledge and skills necessary for
postsecondary success; if fully realized, they will enable high school graduates to
seamlessly enter postsecondary education and training. (p. 3)
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Educational reform refers to education as a “system.” Achieve (2013) even
mentioned that states cannot make any transformation in “systems” without making
changes in practice. Ackerman Anderson and Anderson (2010) stated that for conscious
change to occur, leaders must attend to all four quadrants: (a) mindset, (b) culture, (c)
behavior, and (d) systems. Educational reform efforts have been focused solely on the
changing of systems. Research has been done on the behaviors of principals, teachers,
administrators, and superintendents and the leadership component of all those positions
(Cotton, 2003; Covert, 2004; Crum, Sherman, & Myran, 2009; DeMoss, 2002; Garza,
Drysdale, Gurr, Jacobson, & Merchant, 2014; Gray & Streshly, 2010; Schmoker, 1999).
Some research has been done on the impact of culture in schools and student achievement
(N. Anderson & Anderson, 2015; Ross, 2010; Lindsey, Roberts, & CampbellJones, 2013;
Zeinz & Scheunpflug, 2010). Recently, there has been a flurry of research being done on
mindset (Dweck, 2006; Guidera, 2014; Sparks, 2013). Research also has been done on
leading change and change process (Domingues, Flores, Lindsey, & Lindsey, 2015;
Fullan, 2001, 2008, 2010, 2011a, 2011b; Fullan et al., 2005). However, little if anything
is known about how simultaneous changes in mindset, behavior, and culture along with
systems in educational settings could bring about complete transformation of the
educational structure.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this descriptive, qualitative study was to explore and describe the
changes made in mindset, behaviors, culture, and systems as perceived by K-12 school
district directors and principals in California in the implementation of the California
Common Core State Standards (CCSS).
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Research Questions
1. What do directors and principals identify as mindset changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
2. What do directors and principals identify as behavioral changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
3. What do directors and principals identify as cultural changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
4. What do directors and principals identify as system changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
5. Within the changes identified in the four quadrants, what changes were similar or
different in the perception of the directors and principals?
Significance of the Problem
The CCSS are the latest initiatives sponsored by the federal government in an
attempt to bring about educational reform to close the achievement gap between
subgroups of students and between America and other countries (U.S. Government
Accountability Office, 2011). This new reform like its predecessor NCLB is an attempt
at a systematic change of educational standards, assessments, and accountability (CDE,
2014). Fullan (2016) stated that “whole-system improvement is the ultimate goal of the
new meaning of educational change” (p. 41). He went onto share the difference between
the wrong and right drivers needed for successful whole-system reform. Numerous
researchers and studies have validated everything he shared. The process that keeps
eluding educational reformers is the use of a change process model and its use in the
implementation of any new educational reform effort.
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Since the CCSS are standards and not a framework or prescribed structure, each
school district has the responsibility of developing its own implementation plan (CDE,
2014). The CCSS were designed in such a way as to give each local agency the
autonomy to develop a plan that best suits its students, and this has left school districts
struggling to find ways to establish the best practices in order to properly carry out what
is required by the CCSS. The lack of experience of educators in a change process model
has districts writing plans and investigating ways to implement them without considering
how to change the entire structure. They are attempting to blend the new standards with
current practices and programs (Petersen & Birch, 2013). This type of change is called
transitional, creating a new system or policy and that requires the acquisition of new
knowledge or a new way of doing things but does not require a deep need for personal
change or mindset (D. Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2010). School districts have
been busy making this kind of cosmetic change, but in actuality the way schools are run
has remained much the same (Thompson, 2010). The CCSS call for a radical,
transformative change (Achieve, 2011; Petersen & Birch, 2013). School districts that
develop transformational change processes that focus not only on the systems changes
but also on the human dynamics as well as the process itself have a higher probability of
bringing about lasting changes (Ackerman Anderson & Anderson, 2010; Fullan, 2001,
2010). The Fordham Institute’s report on early implementers of the CCSS (Cristol &
Ramsey, 2014) share a handful of districts that have made strides and have shown
growth, but none of them are located in California.
Although all public school districts are at various levels of CCSS implementation,
with some making quicker progress than others, true transformation of the educational

15

structure is still far from reach (Cristol & Ramsey, 2014). The effectiveness of the
changes being implemented is negligible without clear indicators of what reform or
improvement will look like (Thompson, 2010). Furthermore, this study will fill in the
gap in the research by linking a transformational change process model to the new
transformational educational reform initiative, the CCSS. The results of this study may
assist districts in realizing the need to address dimensions of the change process that have
not been otherwise addressed and in which little or no change has occurred. This study
may also provide the needed transformational change roadmap that districts may use to
fully implement the CCSS in the transformational nature that was intended and meet the
indicators of transformation written in California’s implementation plan. School district
and other educational organizations may be interested in the results of this study as they
look for processes to transform their organizations to meet the demands of educating
students in the 21st century.
Definitions
Administrators. An administrator is defined as a certificated and credentialed
staff member who does not have direct contact with students; usually has the position of
superintendent, assistant superintendent, director, coordinator, principal, assistant
principal, or other title and typically not part of a bargaining unit (CDE, 2017).
Behavior. Behavior includes work styles, skills, and actions (D. Anderson &
Ackerman Anderson, 2010).
Change process. The way in which change is planned, designed, and
implemented, adjusting to how it unfolds; it is an A-Z roadmap, governance, integration,
strategy, and course correction (D. Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2010).
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Common Core State Standards (CCSS). The CCSS is a set of high-quality
academic standards in math and English language arts/literacy (ELA). There learning
goals outline what a student should know and be able to do at the end of each grade level.
The standards were created to ensure that all students graduate from high school with
skills and knowledge necessary to succeed in college, career, and life, regardless of where
they live (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2017).
Culture. Culture is to an organization as mindset is to an individual. It is the way
of being of an organization—its character or personality. It includes norms; collective
ways of being, working and relating; climate; and esprit de corps.
Mindset. Mindset is our worldview, the place or orientation from which we
experience our reality and form our perception of it. It includes values, belief, thoughts,
emotions, ways of being, levels of commitment, and so on (D. Anderson & Ackerman
Anderson, 2010).
System. System includes structures, systems, business process, technology,
product, or services (D. Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2010).
Transformational change process. A radical shift of strategy, structure, systems,
processes, or technology so significant that it requires a shift of culture, behavior, and
mindset to implement successfully and sustain over time (D. Anderson & Ackerman
Anderson, 2010).
Organization of the Study
This study consists of five chapters, references, and appendices. Chapter I was
the introduction with an overview of all aspects of the study. Chapter II is a deep and
thorough analysis of the literature as it relates to the topic of the research. Chapter III
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contains the methodology, research design, instrumentation, and data collection along
with the detailed information on the population and sample. Chapter IV goes deeper into
the data collected as well as the analysis of the data to determine the findings. The final
chapter summarizes the key findings with the researcher’s conclusions and
recommendations. The references and appendices conclude the research study.
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
I cannot say whether things will get better if we change; what I can say is they
must change if they are to get better.
—George C. Lichtenberg

This literature review delves deep into the implementation of the Common Core
State Standards (CCSS) in California and the change process that has the potential of
bringing about the educational reform that the CCSS was intended to achieve. A brief
history of educational reform in California is described as it sets the stage for the newest
reform initiative, the CCSS. Leadership styles are also discussed as both the
implementation and change processes require a leader to carry out the actual work.
Reform efforts require various degrees of change; hence, general change processes as
well as educational change processes are considered. Finally, the conscious change
leader accountability model in conjunction with the change leader’s roadmap change
methodology are considered the methodology needed to fully implement the CCSS with
transformational results.
Educational Reform in California
Even before the federal government was talking about national standards and
assessments, California had already begun establishing accountability systems tied to
academic standards (Edsource, 2002). In 1996, the California Department of Education
(CDE) and school districts across the state started discussing how to implement statewide
academic standards as a way of focusing on improving student achievement. This
meeting of the minds resulted in the CDE’s adopting English-language (ELA) and math
standards in 1997, which dictated what every student should learn at every grade level in
those two subject areas. With the content standards came the Standardized Testing and
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Reporting (STAR) program (SB 376), containing several assessments that would measure
whether students were meeting the California academic standards (CDE, 2010). In order
to measure the performance of schools in relation to the STAR test, in 1999, the
California’s Public School Accountability Act created the Academic Performance Index
(API). The API target for all schools was 800, which was based on norm-referenced
criteria. The 1997 standards (as they are called), assessment, and accountability
measures were California’s attempt at improving student achievement and implementing
academic standards that would assist in closing the gap and increasing student
achievement.
No Child Left Behind
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) was more demanding than the previous California
standards established in 1997. In order for California to maintain access to federal
funding, it had to integrate several systems into its student accountability process. It
made large-scale revisions in three major areas. First, in the area of student
accountability, it created Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOs)
compatible with Annual Yearly Progress (AYP). It required that 95% of students take
the assessments and meet this requirement in both standards English and math standards.
For the first time, special education students and English learners were added as a
subgroup for which data would also be collected. For the first time, the accountability
results would be made available to the general public. Secondly, in the area of parent
involvement, it required parents to be part of the educational process, particularly in lowincome schools that were not meeting expectations. Finally, in the area of teacher and
paraprofessional qualifications, NCLB required teachers to be highly qualified when
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serving in low-achieving schools and to demonstrate subject-matter competence in the
subject area they would be teaching. It also required paraprofessionals working with
low-income, low-achieving schools to show competence at the equivalent level of 2 years
of college or an A.A. degree (Edsource, 2004).
The NCLB had good intensions in trying to establish accountability measures in
order to track student growth. But it did have attributes that destined it to fail. First of
all, guaranteeing that 100% of students would be proficient in ELA and math by 2014
was always an impossibility that was mocked by many (Dennis, 2016; Hood, 1993).
Second, the constitution of AYP was controversial for several reasons: (a) the target
numbers to reach was set by each individual state, which meant a national comparison
could not be possible even though NCLB was a national law, (b) it drove teachers to
“teach to the test,” and (c) the system highlighted failure instead of success (Klein, 2015;
Michelman, 2012). Third, the labeling of schools as “failing,” even when they showed
growth made the expectations of NCLB unrealistic (Gulbransen, 2016; Hawkins, 2014).
NCLB was written under the assumption that one-size fits all (Fullan, 2016). No student
learns the same, no teacher teaches the same, and no state is the same either. It was also
seen as a top-down large-scale reform (Fullan, 2016), imposed on the states by the federal
government under threat of not receiving funding if it was not followed.
NCLB had definite flaws but two notable things that it did accomplish was that
(a) it increased the focus of instruction on ELA and math (Wild, Ebbers, Shelley, &
Gmelch, 2003) and (b) it did cause a shift in the focus of educators (Gulbransen, 2016)
that more attention needed to be paid to what was happening in the classroom.
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Even with all the new initiatives and increases in achievement expectations,
California’s schools have continued to struggle (Edsource, 2002). By 2009, it was
projected that many schools would not be making the 2013-2014 deadline of NCLB
(Klein, 2015). In 2011, U.S. Secretary of Education Anne Duncan, warned Congress that
82% of schools that year would be labeled as failing as per the definition of NCLB
(Klein, 2015). Like many other states, California filed NCLB waivers with the U.S.
Department of Education (USDE) when it failed to meet the requirements (USDE, 2009).
California was denied its second waiver request because it lacked what was required
under the teacher preparation criteria (Baron, 2013). Instead of attempting another
waiver, California decided to focus the work on the adoption and implementation of the
CCSS (Baron, 2013), which are more in line with the recent changes California has made
in educational initiatives (Freedberg, 2016) and part of President Obama’s new program,
Race to the Top (RTTT).
Race to the Top
In 2009, even with the looming failure of NCLB in the horizon, Congress was
unable to come together for a rewrite of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA). Instead, President Obama signed into law the RTTT program (USDE, 2009).
The law would give states waivers for compliance to NCLB and provided a venue
through which states could apply for federal funding. The grant would still require
accountability tied to student assessments but it would also include indicators such as
attendance, school climate, and graduation rates. Part of the grant would also mandate
that states develop standards designed to prepare students for college or careers. In 2011,
U.S. Secretary of Education, Anne Duncan, stood before Congress and stated that 82% of

22

the schools in the country would not meet the NCLB requirements by 2014 (Hawkins,
2014; Klein, 2015). Congress eventually reauthorized the ESEA with a new name, the
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) in 2015, with provisions that would make it more
flexible for states and addressing several of the concerns with NCLB, like supporting
English learners and students with disabilities (Dennis, 2016; USDE, 2016a). The new
law, in conjunction with the CCSS, has given many educators hopes that practices and
structures could be developed and implemented to truly “ensure that every child does
indeed succeed” (Dennis, 2016, p. 400).
Introduction of Common Core State Standards in California
In August of 2010, California adopted the CCSS as its academic standards for
what students are expected to learn and be able to do in both ELA and math
(McLaughlin, Glaab, & Carrasco, 2014). The state also joined the Smarter Balanced
Assessment Consortium (SBAC), one of two consortia that would develop the statewide
assessments aligned to the new standards (Warren & Murphy, 2014). In comparison to
the formulaic and rote memorization of NCLB and other past reforms, the CCSS contains
fewer topics in the content standards per grade level, which means students will be able
to demonstrate a deeper understanding of the main concepts. It also calls for
demonstration of evidence, collaboration in problem solving, and the ability to
communicate one’s findings in a compelling fashion (McLaughlin et al., 2014; Warren &
Murphy, 2014).
During the adoption time of the CCSS, California was also in the process of
restructuring the state’s educational funding system. The implementation of the CCSS
simultaneously occurred with the implementation of the Local Control Funding Formula
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(LCFF). The LCFF was paramount, because it shifted the responsibility and
accountability of many of the state duties to the local agencies. This means not only that
the CCSS were new standards but also that each district would now be in charge of
carrying out all the details with regard to following the implementation plan written by
the state (McLaughlin et al., 2014). This was new for all California districts. The
decentralization through the LCFF caused a couple of things to happen: (a) It gives
districts a great deal of freedom to design their plans in the best interest of their
stakeholders, (b) It allows for a diversity of plans as some districts are wealthier than
others. This has caused the progress toward implementation to vary greatly from district
to district; some districts are farther ahead than others. The discrepancy of resources will
have an impact on how successful California is as state in the overall implementation of
the CCSS (California County Superintendents Educational Services Association
(CCSESA), 2013a, 2013b; McLaughlin et al., 2014)
Implementation Plan in California
In April 2014, the CDE published its plan entitled Common Core State Standards
Systems Implementation Plan for California. The plan was to be used by local
educational agencies (Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning) as a guide as they
create their own implementation plans “in order to meet local needs” (CDE, 2014, p. 1).
This shift to meeting local needs is a big deviation from the former NCLB, which was a
one-size fits all approach (Dennis, 2016). The plan’s global-view design is such that it
would align with any plans written at the local level. It provides an explanation of (a) the
CCSS in relation to California’s past standards, (b) the thoughts behind the philosophy of
the plan itself, (c) the need to involve various stakeholders in the plan design and
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implementation, (d) the phases of implementation, (e) the guiding strategies, and (f) the
transformation that should be visible when the CCSS is fully implemented.
The CDE purposely wrote the CCSS implementation plan with the thought of
transforming California’s educational system. The plan also renewed California’s vision
statement for education, which includes that “all students . . . be ready to assume their
position in the 21st century global economy” (CDE, 2014, p. 2). With the perspective of
a global economy, the plan requires the active participation of diverse stakeholders in the
CCSS system. The plan was purposely written for educators and noneducators alike in
order to include all stakeholders as part of the process on education transformation. It
must be a collaborative effort among educators, teachers, parents, and students.
Phases of implementation. The task of CCSS implementation at a statewide
level is a huge endeavor, even more challenging when each LEA will implement their
own customized plans. In order to assist in breaking down the work, the CDE divided the
process into three phases: (a) awareness, (b) transition, and (c) implementation. In the
awareness phase, all LEAs should have gathered their stakeholders in a collaborative
fashion in order to plan for the necessary changes as well as a plan for sharing about the
introduction of the CCSS. The transitional phrase requires LEAs to carry out needs
assessments to determine the resources that will be needed both with regard to materials
and technology as well as with the professional learning needs of all educators. It also
calls for further expansion of stakeholder collaboration. The final implementation phase,
which will take several years, incorporates the new professional learning of adults with
the alignment of curriculum and instruction including the new academic assessments. At
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this phase, there will be a full integration of all educational elements to meet the goal of
the CCSS (CDE, 2014).
Guiding strategies. To further ground the implementation, the three phases have
an integrated framework with seven guiding strategies.
1. Facilitate high-quality professional learning opportunities for educators to ensure that
every student has access to teachers who are prepared to teach to the levels of rigor
and depth required by the CCSS.
2. Provide CCSS-aligned instructional resources designed to meet the diverse needs of
students.
3. Develop and transition to CCSS-aligned assessment systems to inform instruction,
establish priorities for professional learning, and provide tools for accountability.
4. Collaborate with parents, guardians, and the early childhood and expanded learning
communities to integrate the CCSS into programs and activities beyond the K-12
school setting.
5. Collaborate with postsecondary and business communities and additional stakeholders
to ensure that all students are prepared for success in career and college.
6. Seek, create, and disseminate resources to support stakeholders as CCSS systems
implementation moves forward.
7. Design and establish systems of effective communication among stakeholders to
continually identify areas of need and disseminate information.
These strategies incorporate all the various areas and domain of education in California
(CDE, 2014, p. 4). It is interesting to note that Strategies 4 through 7 address the
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collaboration of all stakeholders. The focus on the human dynamics of this reform effort
is something not seen in previous reform efforts.
Transformation. The plan clearly stated, “While a plan usually starts at the
beginning, this plan first establishes what transformation to the CCSS system will look
like” (CDE, 2014, p. 5). The transformational change needed in the educational system is
not linear; it will require people doing things differently at all levels simultaneously. At
the end of each strategy is a section subtitled “Indicators of Transformation”; these
sections clearly articulate the transformative outcomes from the correct implementation
of the individual strategies (CDE, 2014). Transformation is the goal of the CCSS, as the
plan states, “In essence, we will know that our educational system has been transformed
when teachers across the state, informed by student assessment data gleaned from CCSSaligned tools, employ differentiated instructional strategies to support the success of
every student” (CDE, 2014, p. 5).Common Core State Standards Instructional Shifts
Even prior to the publishing of the official California implementation plan,
viewing the CCSS as a transformational process had already begun. In 2013, the MetLife
Foundation published an action brief in which it stated that implementing the CCSS does
not require out of the box thinking, but a transformation of the box itself. Not only is the
academic shift in standards meant to change what students need to learn and be able to
do, but it also demands a shift in the way teachers teach as well as the way in which
educators lead (Achieve et al., 2012). This shift is not a new way of doing things. It
requires a change in the core of academic instruction, a change in the belief system of
what education entails.
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English language arts (ELA) shifts. The one of the biggest shifts in the ELA
standards is engaging all teachers in literacy teaching. According to Achieve et al.
(2012), no longer are only the English teachers responsible for teaching literacy, “with
the CCSS, explicit literacy instruction is now a shared responsibility of all teachers” (p.
5). Following is a brief description of the six instructional shifts in literacy/ELA from the
MetLife Foundation action brief:
1. Balancing informational and literacy texts (PK-5): In prior standards, the focus was on
literature. The CCSS now bring in more informational content in order to balance the
two text types.
2. Building knowledge in the disciplines (6-12): Literacy is planned and taught through
other content areas outside of English classrooms.
3. Staircase of complexity: Grade-level text is used for instruction and teachers use
scaffolds to support students who are below grade level, providing a staircase for all
students to achieve.
4. Text-based answers: Comprehension of the text is brought about through deep
conversations where students develop the ability to develop arguments about a text
based on evidence found in the text.
5. Writing from sources: Students are able to communicate in writing their thoughts or
arguments by using evidence from the text and not just giving their personal opinions.
6. Academic vocabulary: Students build their grade-level vocabulary as they delve into
complex texts focusing on strategic comprehension strategies (Achieve et al., 2012).
Math shifts. The action brief also includes the six mathematical instructional
shifts. CCSS math is a good example of how literacy has increased in all areas, as it
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contains a lot of text that students need to be able to comprehend. It also includes skills
that students need to solve problems as well as a deeper understanding of how math
works.
1. Focus: Time and energy in the classroom are focused on concepts that are prioritized
in the standards in order to deepen the conceptual understanding.
2. Coherence: Teachers not only are aware of the learning at their grade level, but they
also understand the spiraling effects of concepts that students see in other grades,
extending the learning through the grades.
3. Fluency: Students are expected to have speed and accuracy with basic arithmetic facts.
4. Deep understanding: Teaching is not solely focused on “getting” the right answer but
more on understanding and demonstrating in various ways how students came to the
answers—the thought process behind the learning.
5. Applications: Students learn various methods of solving problems and are able to pick
from the various strategies to solve particular problems without being prompted,
developing a real-world ability to solve problems.
6. Dual intensity: There is a balance in the classroom between practicing mathematical
problems and understanding how those problems work (Achieve et al., 2012).
Along with knowing and understanding the academic shifts, the Achieve action
brief stated that leaders need to know (a) how schools must change and have practical
knowledge on what it will take to successfully implement the CCSS and (b) how to lead
changes that will shape the culture of outstanding schools. The brief sums up by stating
that change cannot be accomplished alone and it will only result “from the changes in
attitude encouraged by new information, reflection, and changes in practice” (Achieve et
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al., 2012, p. 8). The statement about change in attitude is critical and one that has lacked
attention. Much has been said and written about the shifts in academic content; little has
been discussed about the mindset, behavior, and cultural shifts required for the full
implementation of these standards. Educators not only need to know that they need to
change content the curriculum and develop new teaching skills, but they also need to be
aware and conscious of the need to change attitudes, which is a change in their belief
system as well as a change in practice (Fullan, 2016). This requires a paradigm shift in
thinking, meaning change will need to take place at the core of what they do and how
they do it. There must be a transformational shift in mindset to carry out the
implementation required by the CCSS.
Major Leadership Models
This section contains the literature reviewed on the two major leadership theories,
transactional and transformational. These two theories serve as a foundation on the
concept of leadership with regard to any organization. These two general theories on
leadership are also applicable in educational settings and are examined in the context of
school leadership. In addition, the instructional leadership style used explicitly in
educational environments is also critiqued. Leadership theories and styles are critical
components of educational reform, as they are the avenues through which the
implementations are carried out.
History of Leadership
The history of leadership is one that can be traced back to the time of the ancient
Greeks. It appears that even Aristotle was speaking about leadership when he wrote,
“Since every political society is composed of rulers and subjects, let us consider whether
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the relations of one to the other should interchange or be permanent” (Aristotle, 1995, p.
65; Burns, 2003, p. 1). With all that has been written about leadership, it is still as
elusive as it has ever been. One of the first publicly given definitions of the term was
given by B.V. Moore (as cited in Northouse, 2013) at a conference on leadership in 1927
when he defined it as, “the ability to impress the will of the leader on those led and
induce obedience, respect, loyalty, and cooperation” (p. 2). Now fast-forwarding to the
21st century, the one thing that leadership scholars can agree on is that there is no “one”
definition for leadership. The current dispute is to whether leadership and management
are distinct processes or whether leadership is composed of traits, skills, or relational
aspects (Northouse, 2013). For the purposes of this review, the definition of leadership
used is the one from the founding scholars on modern leadership, James Burns. In his
legendary book entitled Leadership, Burns (1978) defined leadership “as leaders inducing
followers to act for certain goals that represent the values and the motivations—the wants
and needs, the aspirations and expectations—of both leaders and followers” (p. 19).
Other definitions of leadership have various aspects of this definition. In analyzing
numerous theories and practices of leadership, Northouse (2013) discovered that there are
four components that are paramount to all the variations of leadership definitions: (a)
leadership is a process, (b) leadership involves influence, (c) leadership occurs in groups,
and (d) leadership involves common goals.
Leadership is a process. It is nonexhaustive interchange between the leader and
the follower and not just a list of traits or characteristics that dwell in the leader. The
word, process, indicates that through this interchange the follower can have as much
impact on the leader as the leader does on the follower (Northouse, 2013).
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Leadership involves influence. Influence is the essence of leadership, without it
leadership does not exist. It is the realization that the follower is in need of something the
leader knows or possesses (Burns, 1978; Moua, 2010; Northouse, 2013).
Leadership takes place in a group. Leadership cannot occur in isolation. It
takes place within a group of individuals that come together around a common purpose
(Northouse, 2013). In that sense leadership is visible at all levels with any individual
(Bass & Riggio, 2006). Leaders lead groups of people (Fullan, 2016).
Leadership consists of a focus on common goals. The idea of having a mutual
purpose provides the leader with ethical overtones and the notion that leaders cannot
achieve these goals alone, but need to work together with the group to achieve the desired
results (Fullan, 2001; Northouse, 2013).
There are numerous useable definitions of leadership, as Bass (1995) stated,
“there are almost as many definitions of leadership as there are persons who have
attempted to define the concept” (p. 38). Yet no one definition of leadership is
considered “correct.” What is critical to note is that leadership is not power exerted over
another person but a social process where the leader works with and within the group; all
members are part of the process of leadership (Hughes, Ginnett, & Curphy, 1995).
History of Leadership Theory
The scientific study of leadership theory began in the early 1900s and focused on
trying to identify the traits of leaders. After hundreds of case studies were analyzed, it
was determined that a consistent pattern could not be identified in the traits of effective
leaders. Chemers highlighted that researchers foresaw that leadership theories would be
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incomplete until situational and personal characteristics were incorporated into said
theories (1995).
In the early 1940s, the research began focusing on behaviors of effective
leadership. This was a shift away from the idea that leaders possess certain traits to
discussing what leaders actually did. During this time, the staff of the Ohio State
Leadership Studies project created a scale called Leader Behavior Description
Questionnaire, to determine or describe a leader’s behaviors in formal organizations.
After numerous observations of leaders in various positions and organizations, it was
discovered that the behaviors of all the leaders could fall into two major categories:
consideration behavior and initiation of structures. The former combined behaviors
having to do with interpersonal connection and concern for followers and two-way,
participatory communication. The latter comprised task-related factors such as
directiveness and goal attainment or more simplistically, employee oriented versus
production or task oriented (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Chemers, 1995).
From the late 1960s to about the mid-1990s, a contingency perspective is what
dominated the theory of leadership. It has been impossible to determine that if one
leadership style is appropriate for all situations. The literature gap on leadership is the
lack of research conducted on the human dynamics of leaders and followers. What has
been agreed, Chemers (1995) stated, is that “these issues are quite complex and will
require a more integrated, multifaceted, and systematic view of the leadership process”
(p. 97).
As more and more research is conducted, the more unanswered questions have
arisen. What has been determined is that there is a lot to learn about leadership and how
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it works. With the separate research on traits and behaviors yielding no identifiable
patterns or commonalities, in 1994, Bass and Avolio, proposed that leadership falls on a
continuum and presented the full range of leadership model (see Figure 1). At the
extreme “negative” end of the scale is laisser-faire leadership or nonleadership, it is both
ineffective and passive (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Leadership responsibilities at this point
are ignored or delayed. There is little to no contact with followers and definitely no
attempt at supporting them or helping them grow (Northouse, 2013). Transactional and
transformational leadership models require a deeper explanation and are discussed in
detail in the next sections.

Figure 1. Full range leadership model. From Improving Organizational Effectiveness Through
Transformational Leadership, by B. M. Bass & B. J. Avolio, 1994, Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE
(in the process of getting permission from SAGE).
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Transitional Leadership Model
Few books have had the impact or commanded the attention of researchers and
writers in the area of leadership like Leadership by James MacGregor Burns (Couto,
1995). Burns wrote the book based on leadership in open arenas, such as politics and
social change. He stated that transactional leadership “occurs when one person takes the
initiative in making contact with others for the purpose of an exchange of valued things.
The exchange could be economic, political, or psychological in nature” (Burns, 1978, p.
19). There is no leadership process per se as much as there is a leadership act. There is a
mutual purpose for the leaders and followers coming together but nothing exists to keep
them together working towards a common goal or “higher purpose” (Burns, 1978).
Taking Burns’s leadership theories and applying them to companies and
organizations, Bass described transactional leadership in three forms within his full range
leadership model (Figure 1): management-by-exception-passive, management-byexception-active, and contingent reward (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Northouse, 2013). As it
is on a continuum, each form grows and becomes more involved than the previous one.
The level after laissez-faire leadership is management-by-exception and it
involves putting out fires, corrective criticism, and both negative reinforcement and
feedback. This leadership style can be observed in two modes, passive and active. The
passive management-by-exception leader believes that his or her job is to maintain the
status quo and only intervene with followers when something goes wrong or when
standards are not met (Marzano et al., 2005; Northouse, 2013). Corrective action is only
taken when mistakes occur (Bass & Riggio, 2006). The major difference between the
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passive and active management-by-exception is that the passive is sitting and waiting for
when the mistakes occur and the latter is more proactive in the leader’s approach.
As the name implies, the active management-by-exception is actively monitoring
behaviors in followers to determine whether standards are not being met or if rules have
been broken (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Northouse, 2013). Management-by-exception
leaders have set up expectations and require that they be met; their activeness is in the
monitoring of any deviation from those goals or expectations. Leaders focus on the work
being completed by followers and promptly correct mistakes in order to maintain the
current level of performance. Many leaders working under this leadership model can be
so aggressive and punitive with followers that followers will not take risk, show
initiative, or work outside the norm (Marzano et al., 2005).
Of the three transactional leadership forms, contingent reward has been the most
effective in motivating followers to develop and increase their performance (Bass &
Riggio, 2006). Within this leadership approach, there is an actual agreement between
leader and follower as to what needs to be done or accomplished, and the follower is told
what the payoff or reward will be for the work completed (Northouse, 2013). This is the
first time in the leadership model that there is any type of relationship being established
between leader and follower. This is the precursor to transformational leadership, in that
the type of reward helps to determine whether the reward is transactional or not. If the
compensation for the achieved task is a material one, like a trip, then it is transactional in
nature. If it is nonmaterial but psychological in nature, like employee of the month, then
it is transformational as the reward is intrinsic (Bass, 1990; Bass & Riggio, 2006;
Northouse, 2013). Even with the intrinsic award, contingent reward is still transactional
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because as Boseman (2008) stated, the “follower will only deliver performance that is
expected and rewarded by the leader and no more” (p. 38).
Transformational Leadership
On the full range of leadership model continuum, the contingent reward had a
small indication of the start of transformational leadership when the reward given was
intrinsic in nature. The transition to the transformational four I’s (see the four I’s in
Figure 1) take it to the next level. In the book Transformational Leadership, Bass and
Riggio (2006) provided an extensive definition of transformational leadership:
Transformational leadership raises leadership to the next level . . . involves
inspiring followers to commit to a shared vision and goals for an organization or
unit, challenging them to be innovative problem solvers, and developing
followers’ leadership capacity via coaching, mentoring, and provision of both
challenge and support. (p. 4)
The various I’s components can be seen incorporated in this definition (see Table 1).
In idealized influence, the leader exemplifies a person whom the followers see as
a role model (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Northouse, 2013; Odumeru & Ogbonna, 2013). This
component represents the emotional aspect of leadership (Northouse, 2013). Followers
endow their leaders with abilities and look to emulate them. Bass and Riggio (2006)
further explained idealized influence by explaining that there are two factors within it.
First, the leaders’ behaviors demonstrate to the followers that they can be counted on to
do the right things as well as display ethical and moral conduct. They are consistent in
their actions. Second, because of their behavior, attributes are placed on the leaders by
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the followers. Followers place their full trust in the leaders and think of them as capable,
determined, and relentless.
Table 1
Elements of Two Major Leadership Models
Transactional leadership
(Bass & Avolio, 1994; Bass & Riggio, 2006;
Marzano et al., 2005;
Northouse, 2013)

Transformational leadership
(Bass & Avolio, 1994;
Bass & Riggio, 2006; Northouse, 2013;
Odumeru & Ogbonna, 2013)

Management-by-exception-passive
Leader are waiting for something to occur
before exerting any leadership actions

Idealized influence
Leaders act as role models and behave in a
moral and ethical manner.

Management-by-exception-active
Leaders set standards and monitor that
followers are meeting those standards.

Inspirational motivation
Leaders set high expectations and inspire
followers to work together and share in the
vision.

Constructive transactional (Bass & Avolio,
1994); Contingent reward (Bass & Riggio,
2006)
Leader exchanges the meeting of performance
goals with rewards, either material ones or
psychological ones.

Intellectual stimulation
Leaders create the space for followers to
develop their creativity and innovation.

Individualized consideration
Leaders go beyond themselves and the
organization to support and develop their
followers.

In inspirational motivation, the team spirit is awakened and enthusiasm developed
on the part of the followers (Northouse, 2013). Leaders involve the followers in seeing
the possible future results as a leader sets out a vision with clear set expectations that the
follower is willing and able to engage in (Odumeru & Ogbonna, 2013). Followers are
inspired and motivated to committing to the organization’s vision and want to be part of
the success. This working together gives purpose and meaning to the followers’ work.
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Idealized influence and inspirational motivation are at times linked together and
labeled as charismatic leadership. The style was first coined by House (1976) in his
paper titled A 1976 Theory of Charismatic Leadership. This particular leadership style is
looking at what behaviors and characteristics the leader possesses that will have the
desired effect on followers. Many researchers were drawn to this new theory and several
tried to make it synonymous with transformational leadership, yet it is not. Bass did
extend House’s work by adding emotional aspects to this transformational framework but
clearly suggested that charismatic leadership and transformational leadership are not one
and the same (Northouse, 2013).
Intellectual stimulation is a large component and begins with the leaders
establishing a safe place where followers are not criticized for making mistakes (Bass &
Riggio, 2006). This safe space allows the followers’ creativity to be opened and new
ideas generated; problems are looked at from various perspectives, the status quo is
questioned, and new methods of doing things are considered. Followers are encouraged
to challenge not only his or her own beliefs and values, but also those of the organization
and even the leader (Northouse, 2013). There is a spirit of innovation and creativity.
Finally, individualized consideration is the last level of transformational
leadership. This happens when the leader slightly turns his attention away from the
organization and begins to focus on the individual needs of the followers. Through
mentoring, coaching, professional development, or other avenue, the leader provides new
learning opportunities to followers with the purpose of growing their potential. The focus
of the leader is to develop the talent in his or her followers. The key to the success of this
style is an open, honest two-way communication between the leader and the follower.
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The leader establishes a relationship that allows the follower to be completely and
intently heard. The interactions between the two are personalized to the need of the
follower (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Northouse, 2013; Odumeru & Ogbonna, 2013).
The importance of these two leadership styles is that it is not one or the other.
The continuum demonstrates that leaders can fall anywhere within that range.
Transactional is not all bad and can serve effectively in most instances (Bass & Riggio,
2006). Some generalized differences between the two styles are that the transactional
leader tends to be more responsive than proactive; the motivation of transactional leaders
is based on a materialistic reward system that appeals to the self-interest of the follower
whereas the transformational leader motivates followers to put the group first and
validates that as a reward. A major difference is that a transactional leader will work
within the organizational culture but a transformational leader will seek to change for the
better the culture of the organization (Odumeru & Ogbonna, 2013).
The full range leadership model proposes that there is an enhancement of
leadership as leaders progress across the continuum. By focusing on the human
dynamics and establishing relationships with followers, leaders can transform not only
their organizations but also the followers who work in them. Table 1 summarized the
seven factors in both styles of leadership, and it is easy to follow the progression from
management-by-exception-passive to individualized consideration.
Challenges of Transformational Leadership
Transformational leadership, in general, has been portrayed as a positive
leadership style with little having been written on any negative aspects (Northouse, 2013;
Yukl, 1999). In analyzing research conducted on transformational leadership, Yukl
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(1999) identified eight conceptual deficiencies with transformational leadership. First,
there is ambiguity in the underlying influences and processes of this leadership style.
There is no clear delineation of effects of the leader on the follower in terms of
motivation, behaviors, and attitudes. It would be helpful to determine how these affect
outcomes. Second, there is an excess emphasis on the leadership process between the
leader and the follower and little, if anything, on the processes between the leader the
group or organization. The leader’s behavior has a causal effect on the organization and
the ultimate effectiveness as an institution, but those relationships are rarely addressed.
Third, transformational behaviors are vague and not clearly defined. Each transformation
element includes various components, which overlap in many areas. Fourth, if
transformational leadership is an exchange process between the leader and follower, then
theory fails to show a strong correlation between that process and each of the elements.
Fifth, there has been empirical research conducted on effective leadership behaviors, and
some of them appear to be missing from the transformational leadership theory,
particularly from the full range leadership model. Examples of the missing behaviors are
inspiring, developing, and empowering. Sixth, based on Bass’s theory, most theories on
transformational leadership make the assumption that within this leadership style all the
processes and outcomes are similar if not the same in all situations. Having situational
moderator variables for each of the transformational elements might provide details on
successful behaviors. Seventh, the theory does not delineate any possible adverse effects
of the implementation of this leadership style. It is possible to experience “burn out” as
part of this style as both leaders and followers are motivated and encouraged to perform
above and beyond. Finally, some presentations of transformational leadership can give it
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the appearance of having a “heroic leadership” aspect. The organization is dependent on
the leader to influence followers to follow on the path to making the organization
successful. Influence can appear to be unidirectional, only flowing from the leader to the
follower (Northouse, 2013; Odumeru & Ogbonna, 2013; Yukl, 1999). Bass and Riggio
(2006) stated that “negative aspects of transformational leader largely occur with when
the leadership is inauthentic and personalized, rather than socialized” (p. 235).
Authentic Transformational Leadership
When defining transforming leadership, Burns (1978) included in his definition
the wording to ensure that this type of leadership was viewed in a positive light. The end
of his reiteration of what transforming leadership is, stated, “Leaders and followers raise
one another to higher levels of motivation and morality” (p. 20). Burns placed leadership
on the same balance with power. Speaking in social and political arenas, Burns (1978)
shared that effectiveness and efficiency of power and leadership are measured by the
degree to which a leader is able to accomplish what he or she promised would change as
a part of his or her platform. Bass and Riggio (2006) wrote about authentic
transformational leadership as opposed to pseudo-transformational leadership. They, too,
place leadership on a balance except this time with personalized on one end and
socialized on the other. The former means that the leader’s focus is mainly on
accomplishing personal goals or pursuing personal gains in the organization (Bass &
Riggio, 2006; Northouse, 2013). The latter would be the exact opposite of the former in
that the focus of the leader is on the outcome for followers (Bass & Riggio, 2006). As in
Burns’s (1978) book Leadership, personalized versus socialized leadership is based on
the degree to which the leader makes decisions that are selfish or selfless (Bass & Riggio,
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2006). It is interesting to note that Bass and Riggio (2006) stated, “A socialized leader
can both achieve personal gains as well as enrich followers” (p. 13). Fundamentally,
transformational leadership’s moral authority stems from a leader’s “conscious choice
among real alternatives” (Burns, 1978, p. 36). Leaders must make the decision of being
authentic transformational leaders or pseudo-transformational leaders. It is a conscious
decision to be transformational.
Transforming to Transformational Leadership
After discussing transformational leadership as per the full range of leadership
model, it is important to make a distinction between transforming leadership as defined
by Burns (1978) and transformational leadership as introduced and defined by Bass and
Avolio (1994). Burns’s (1978) context for his study of leadership was politics and social
movements. He focused on executives and their capacity to change conditions and
cultures but most importantly their capacity to affect social change. Gandhi and Martin
Luther King, Jr. are just two of the examples he used as transforming leaders (Couto,
1995). Burns (1978) defined transforming leadership in two ways; first he stated it “is a
relationship of mutual stimulation and elevation that converts followers into leaders and
may convert leaders into moral agents” (p. 4). Then further in the book he stated,
“Leadership occurs when one or more persons engage with others in such a way that
leaders and followers raise one another to higher levels of motivation and morality” (p.
20). Using the word transforming instead of transformational as well as analyzing his
definitions, Burns saw leadership as a process in which leaders are involved (Couto,
1995).
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Bass, building on Burns’s works, utilized the phrase transformational leadership.
Differing from Burns, Bass’s work is done in formal organizations such as corporations,
organizations, and schools. In these contexts, leadership has a blend of authority and
management. Using transformational versus transforming does change the meaning of
the word, making it more a condition or state, but it also puts the ability to achieve goals
and establish conditions to lead and manage people in more efficient and effectives ways
within the grasp of people in authority (Couto, 1995). Bass and Riggio (2006) stated that
transformational leadership occurs when leaders “stimulate and inspire followers to both
achieve extraordinary outcomes and, in the process, develop their own leadership
capacity” (p. 3). They further added that transformational leadership “can move
followers to exceed expected outcomes, as well as lead to high levels of follower
satisfaction and commitment to the group and organization” (p. 3). Transformational
leadership can have an impact on the leader, the follower, and the organization.
The variance between Burns’s transforming leadership and Bass’s
transformational leadership is definitely noticeable, but both do contain the need for
leaders to change conditions and culture. The big difference that is visible is the aspect
of significant social change at a macrolevel. Social change can be seen in organizations
as part of transformational leadership, but it does not have the world impact that Burns
intended in transforming leaders. The combination of the two leadership methods have
opened our eyes to better understand leadership in general (Couto, 1995).
Instructional Leadership
The history, beliefs, and tradition of leadership in schools have had a similar
trajectory as in noneducational settings (Fullan, 2016; Marzano et al., 2005). The
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theories were written and established, but time lapsed before application and research
was carried out (Leithwood, Jantzi, Silins, & Dart, 1992). The research conducted over
the years at various types of institutions shows that leadership is critical to the operational
achievement and success of companies, organizations, and schools alike (Leithwood et
al., 1992; Marzano et al., 2005; Northouse, 2013). In education, there have been various
leadership styles proposed. Three are discussed in depth: instructional, transactional, and
transformational.
In education, the leadership style that has obtained the most attention over the past
several decades is instructional leader. This trend came about from the need to focus on
teaching and learning in the classroom in an attempt to close the achievement gap in
students’ performance. The focus of this style of leadership is to provide direct support
to teachers in working with the curriculum and provide them with the professional
development needed to improve their teaching (Blase & Blase, 1999). Even with all the
focus on and popularity of this style, a common and definite definition is still lacking
(Leithwood, 1994; Marzano et al., 2005). The various research conducted on this
leadership style resulted with tasks, responsibilities, activities, characteristics, and/or
functions school leaders must possess or be able to carry out in order to be considered
effective instructional leaders.
In 1985, Glickman broadly identified the responsibilities of instructional leaders
by pointing out five central tasks. First, he stated that school leaders need to provide
direct assistance and not just support to teachers in their daily routines. Second, leaders
need to create and maintain groups among the staff that are collaborative and collegial.
Third, teachers should be provided with various types of professional development.
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Fourth, leaders must attain and present, if not design and deliver themselves, training to
teachers on curriculum and instruction practices. Finally, action research should be part
of a leader’s repertoire of skills that he or she can share with teachers on a continual basis
(Blase & Blase, 1999; Glickman, 1985; Marzano et al., 2005).
Smith and Andrews (1989) were some of the first researchers to use the actual
term “instructional leaders” when referring to principals. They delineated four
dimensions or aspects of that leadership style as a definition: “
Principals as instructional leaders are perceived by close associates as
1) providing the necessary resources, 2) possessing knowledge and skill in
curriculum and instruction, 3) being a skilled communicator in one-on-one, small
group, and large-group settings, and 4) being a visionary who is out and about;
creating a visible presence for staff, students, and parents at both the physical and
philosophical levels concerning what the school is all about. (Smith & Andrews,
1989, p. 23)
Their definition incorporates both skills and functions of principals.
In 1999, Blase and Blase conducted an empirical study where the focus was on
gathering teachers’ viewpoint on effective instructional leadership. Using the reflectiongrowth model they created, Blase and Blase were able to unearth two major themes and
11 strategies. The first theme was that in order to promote reflection, leaders needed to
talk to teachers. In an analysis of teachers’ responses, five fundamental talking strategies
surfaced. Effective principals would promote reflection by (a) making suggestions;
(b) giving feedback; (c) modeling; (d) using inquiry, soliciting advice, and opinions; and
(e) giving praise (p. 389). The research data revealed that conversations with teachers,
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both in and outside of the classroom, were foundational in successful instructional
leadership. The second theme was that instructional leaders must encourage teachers’
professional growth. Teachers perceived that leaders who used the following
development strategies were effective in helping them grow: (a) emphasizing the
study of teaching and learning, (b) supporting collaboration efforts among educators,
(c) developing coaching, (d) encouraging and supporting redesign of programs,
(e) applying the principles of adult learning, growth, and development, and
(f) implementing action research to inform instructional decision making (p. 363).
All of these developmental strategies were realized in the scope of teaching methods and
within collective team interactions (Blase & Blase, 1999).
Hallinger and Heck (1996) have also done extensive research on the impact of
leadership on student achievement. In 1996, they conducted an analysis of 40 studies
involving the principals as instructional leadership with the lens of improving student
outcomes. The data indicated that leadership styles are moving away from direct
leadership styles to more comprehensive models. The study also showed that the role of
the principal is being defined more broadly using such terms as transformational,
participative leadership as well as styles that have more decentralized decision-making
components (Blase & Blase, 1999; Hallinger & Heck, 1996).
Also in the line of thinking of Hallinger and Heck, Leithwood (1994) stated,
“Instructional leadership images are no longer adequate” (p. 499). In a context of change
is where leadership is revealed and needed. Schools are in a constant state of flux and
need leadership that is appropriate for those changes, and instructional leadership is not it
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(Fullan, 2016). Transformational leadership is what is required in an environment of
change, which is where schools currently find themselves.
Transactional and Transformational Leadership
In 1992, Leithwood et al. conducted a mixed-methods case study over the period
of 4 years involving 2,547 teachers and 272 principals as the British Columbia
Department of Education was launching a new educational plan. Leithwood et al. (1992)
employed Burns’s 1978 theory of transactional and transformational leadership and
applied it to educational leadership because they “expected that leadership practices will
foster significant school restructuring” (p. 8).
Leithwood et al. (1992) also used Bass’s full range model and aligned it to what it
would look like in a school setting. Table 2 shows the correlation between Bass’s general
statements on the three elements of transactional leadership and Leithwood’s connection
of those elements to education. In education, transactional leadership practices allow
teachers to understand and know what things need to be accomplished to achieve a
desired outcome. It allows teachers to feel assured of their competence, and it helps to
alleviate any stress or fear of the unknowns. Teachers are usually able to meet the
school’s desired goals. Bass (1990), Leithwood et al. (1992), and Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Moorman, and Fetter (1990) all agreed that transactional leadership practices are
fundamental and needed but not ample enough to meet the needs of what is currently
taking place in organizations in general and specifically in education.
Leithwood et al. (1992) adapted the six transformational dimensions captured by
Podsakoff et al. (1990) for application in educational settings. Through his case study, he
determined that the transformational leadership practices were needed in order to achieve
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Table 2
Transactional Leadership in Educational Context
Noneducational
Transactional leadership
(Bass & Avolio, 1994; Bass & Riggio, 2006;
Marzano et al., 2005; Northouse, 2013)
Management-by-exception-passive
Leaders wait for something to occur before
exerting any leadership actions
Management-by-exception-active
Leaders set standards and monitor that followers
are meeting those standards.
Constructive transactional (Bass & Avolio, 1994);
Contingent reward (Bass & Riggio, 2006)
Leader exchanges the meeting of performance
goals with rewards, either material ones or
psychological ones.

Adapted for school contexts
Transactional leadership
(Leithwood et al., 1992)
Management-by-exception
The school leader intervenes with
teachers only if standards are not being
met

Contingent reward
The school leader tells teachers what to
do in order to be rewarded for his or her
efforts.

significant school change (see Table 3). But he was clear to state that it is not an either/or
situation, transactional or transformational. The adding on of transformational leadership
practices suggested by Leithwood et al. (1992) is in line with the “additive effects” of
transformational leadership suggest by Northouse (2013) as interpreted from Bass and
Avolio’s (1990) article titled “The Implications of Transactional and Transformational
Leadership for Individual, Team, and Organizational Development.” Transactional
leadership is needed as it serves to ensure that the basic operational functions of the
school are carried out. The add-on of transformational to transactional is in line with
Sergiovanni’s (2007) “value-added” leadership, in which he joined transactional and
transformational leadership into four stages of leadership: (a) leadership as bartering
(transactional), (b) leadership as building (transformational), (c) leadership as binding
(transformational), and (d) leadership as bonding (transformational). All of this is also
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consistent with Bass’s full range of leadership model, which puts transactional and
transformational leadership on a continuum versus having them stand in isolation (Bass
& Avolio, 1994; Northouse, 2013).
Table 3
Transformational Leadership in Educational Contexts
Noneducational
Transformational leadership
(Bass & Riggio, 2006; Northouse, 2013;
Odumeru & Ogbonna, 2013)
Idealized influence
Leaders act as role models and behave in
moral and ethical manner.

Adapted for school contexts
Transformational leadership
(K. Leithwood et al., 1992;
Podsakoff et al., 1990)
Identifying and articulating a vision
Behaviors on the part of the leaders aimed at
identifying new opportunities for their school,
and developing, articulating, and inspiring
others with their vision of the future
Providing an appropriate model
Behavior on the part of the leader that sets an
example for teachers to follow that is consistent
with the values the leader espouses.

Inspirational motivation
Leaders set high expectations and inspire
followers to work together and share in
the vision.

Fostering the acceptance of group goals
Behavior on the part of the leaders aimed at
promoting cooperation among teachers and
assisting them to work together toward a
common goal.
High performance expectations
Behavior that demonstrates the leader’s
expectations for excellence, quality, and/or high
performance on the part of teachers.

Intellectual stimulation
Leaders create the space for followers to
develop their creativity and innovation.

Intellectual stimulation
Behavior on the part of the leader that
challenges teachers to reexamine some of the
assumptions about their work and rethink how it
can be performed.

Individualized consideration
Leaders go beyond themselves and the
organization to support and develop their
followers.

Providing individualized support
Behavior on the part of leader that indicates
respect for teachers and concern about their
personal feelings and needs.
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The added value and progression from transactional to transformational is what is
needed in education. Hallinger (1992) shared the evolution in the role of school leaders
(Achieve et al., 2012). He covered how the leader’s position in school had undergone
changes from program manager to instructional leader. As program managers, leaders
decreased any uncertainty that would arise in a teacher’s life. As instructional leaders,
principals were cast with the responsibility of providing clarity to the teaching in
classrooms in order to improve student achievement. The validity of instructional
leadership has shown not to be sufficient in increasing student achievement (Leithwood,
1994; Leithwood et al., 1992; Schmoker, 1999), prompting Hallinger’s (1992) call for
transformational leadership in school because the dramatic changes needed in schools
require the elements of transformational leadership. When conceiving the roles and
leadership styles needed for the restructuring and reformation of school, transformational
leadership is the most useful and appropriate of the styles (Leithwood et al., 1992).
Using the four I’s in education as delineated by Leithwood et al. (1992) and
Podsakoff et al. (1990; see Table 3), the school leader uses his or her influence by
modeling personal achievements and displaying the type of character he or she would
like to see in his or her teachers and staff. The leader serves as an inspirational motivator
by emitting a presence that is powerful and confidant and using the position to
communicate high expectations of not only students but also teachers. Having developed
the ability to communicate effectively with teachers, the transformational leader can use
his or her expertise and intellect to stimulate teachers to think of new ways of doing
things, of thinking outside the box. To progress to the last “I,” the school leader learns to
pay attention and provide personal development of individual teachers and staff. This is
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the ultimate goal in transformational leadership—to assist followers in self-realization
and personal growth. Leithwood et al. (1992) and Sergiovanni (2007) agreed that
transformational leadership qualities are visible in most leaders in various degrees and
with practice they are achievable by many school leaders.
Transformational leadership has shown a correlation to successful leadership in
schools, particularly in school restructuring (Leithwood, 1994; Leithwood et al., 1992;
Mette & Scribner, 2014; Ross & Gray, 2006). Leithwood (1994) identified five
implications of transformational leadership in education that are still valid and are
supported by other studies:
1 The accomplishments of transformational leadership in schools depend on attention to
all the “I’s” simultaneously. Leaders cannot just work on one at a time or adopt one
leadership style over another—for example, being a distributive leader but not
instructional. Persevering with one style at the detriment of another will not get the
needed results (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Quinn, 2002;
Ramalho, Garza, & Merchant, 2010).
2 Transformational leadership is value added but with a twist. In terms of transactional
leadership, schools function somewhat differently because of the nature of the intrinsic
nature of some teachers’ motivation. Teachers are more resistant to change and will
require a larger focus on the individual consideration in addition to feeling trusted and
gaining a sense of belonging to the organization (Crowley, 2011; Fullan, 2001, 2008).
3 The “I’s” of transformational leadership provide a coherent approach to the leading of
schools, but the practices employed in each of them are subject to change. There is no
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strict list of behaviors, practices, or actions that leaders must take in order to realize or
fulfill that element (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Leithwood et al., 2004).
4 Unlike transformational leadership practices that are contingent, expert thinking is not.
School leaders must be proficiently adept at problem solving as it is critical in
effective leadership (Sergiovanni, 2007).
5 The difference between management and leadership, or as some would say
transactional and transformational, is not based on overt behaviors. Transformational
practices or behaviors are such because they are infused with meaning and purpose.
Leaders give followers a higher purpose. School leaders permeate everyday teacher
tasks with a loftier mission (Mette & Scribner, 2014; Ross & Gray, 2006). This is in
alignment with Burns’s (1978) concept of transforming leadership.
In order to provide followers with a purpose and a goal worth working for, leaders
must develop relationships with followers. When leadership and relationships are knitted
together, they provide the link needed to set up ideas, values, and a common purpose
(Sergiovanni, 2007). Marzano et al. conducted a meta-analysis in 2005 and delineated 21
responsibilities of effective school leaders. In it he stated, “Effective professional
relationships are central to the effective execution of many of the other responsibilities”
(p. 58). Fullan (2001), referencing various researches and theories on emotional
intelligence, stressed the importance of school leaders establishing an emotional
connection with their teachers and staff particularly in a culture of change and ambiguity.
It is what will make leaders effective. His belief in this point is so strong that he titled a
chapter in his book “Relationships, Relationships, Relationships,” in which the first
sentence reads, “If moral purpose is job one, relationships are job two” (Fullan, 2001, p.
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51). Numerous authors and researchers echo the link between transformational
leadership and establishing relationships within a culture of change in schools (Crowley,
2011; Fullan, 2001, 2010, 2011b; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Leithwood et al., 2004;
Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982; Sinek, 2014).
Change Models Commonly Used in Education
In order to accomplish its goal, moral purpose needs a vehicle by which to move
an organization, and the leader is the change agent who will bring forth the changes that
are needed. When a group of change leaders work together, they create the capacity and
critical mass that is imperative for continual improvement (Micheal Fullan, 1993).
Experts on change leadership, Ackerman Anderson and Anderson (2010), stated that “a
change leader is anyone who has a positive influence on transformation” (p. 288)
regardless of the person’s position or title. In order to be a change leader, the leader must
learn to manage and lead organizational change.
History of Organizational Change
Organizational change theory is not very old. Prior to the 1970s, change was
considered to be external of companies or organizations. With the introduction of
technology by the end of the 1970s, organizations had begun to look strategically within
to determine what systematic changes (downsizing, restructuring, diversification, etc.)
were needed in order to make the organization successful. The 1980s launched the era of
the change management field, which included strategic changes and reengineering of
organizations (D. Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2010; D. Anderson, 2015). The
continued increase in the use and speed of technology in the early 1990s drastically
affected the emerging field of organizational development, which could not keep up with
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the pace. Organizations that were able to show success were the ones that were learning
from mistakes and adjusting their routines quickly to meet the new demands. This
caused a period of organizational learning where the focus of companies was on their
internal culture and environment. Leaders focused primarily on the concerns of
individuals and teams and on the human dynamics of the organization. It became
apparent that focusing on changing cultures in organizations was not just “what some
companies did” but what must be done in order to produce the desired results (D.
Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2010; D. Anderson, 2015). Now well into the 21st
century, organizational effectiveness and success hinges on the development of
employees in areas such as emotional intelligence, personal growth, and mutual
participation in leading (D. Anderson, 2015). In order to change organizational systems
for the better, Fullan (1993) stated, one must change the employees as “systems do not
change themselves, people change them” (p. 7).
Change Model Types
Prior to being able to begin or even plan a change process, it is important to
determine what kind of process is needed for the change facing the organization. In
1986, Linda Ackerman was the first to delineate the three most universal categories of
change processes: developmental, transitional, and transformational (Ackerman
Anderson, 1986). These categories are in parallel alignment to the leadership categories
of laissez-faire, transitional, and transformation.
Developmental. This type of change is the most basic of the process. It does not
require much personal investment or shifts as it is mainly focused on small adjustments to
external factors. The big notion behind developmental change is the idea of
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improvement. Steps are taken to become better at what is currently being done, which
are also called incremental changes (Roggema, Vermeend, & van den Dobbelsteen,
2012). D. Anderson & Ackerman Anderson (2010) stated there are two main premises
underlining this category: (a) People have the capacity to improve; and (b) If provided the
proper training, motivation, and resources, people will improve their work. The best
examples of this type of process in the field of education would be teacher and staff
professional development training, professional learning communities, and observations
with feedback for improvement.
Transitional. The main stipulation in this change is the switching of content from
an old way of doing things to a new way—weaker content to stronger content (Roggema
et al., 2012). Within this category, the changes are detailed and clearly explained so that
the end product can be displayed or explicitly communicated. Also, there is usually a
start and end date of this process as the process is carefully planned from beginning to
end. Although the human dynamic in this type of change is more involved than in
developmental change, it does not require a shift in mindset or deep personal change (D.
Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2010). In education, this can be the change from one
student information system to another or replacing one set of textbooks for another. The
new content or structure requires learning, but no paradigm shift occurs.
Transformational. Unlike transitional processes, one of the big indicators of the
need for a transformational process is the need for a significant and permanent shift in the
human dynamics. D. Anderson and Ackerman Anderson (2010) defined the
organizational transformation as “a radical shift of strategy, structure, systems, processes,
or technology, so significant that it requires a shift of culture, behavior, and mindset to

56

implement successfully and sustain over time” (p. 60). This is in line with Fullan’s
(1993) observation that to change a system, people must change. Other important
indicators of the need for a transformational change process are that the outcomes are
unclear, there is a lack of clear deadlines for the process to end, and the process of growth
is disconnected (Roggema et al., 2012) and nonlinear (D. Anderson & Ackerman
Anderson, 2010). Since conversion and readjustments in mindset are driving the change
process, people are fundamentally changed at a personal level. Due to its complexity, at
some point the process takes on a life of its own and leaders can no longer manage it;
they can only facilitate and influence it (D. Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2010).
Shifting mindset helps leaders deal with the fact that there are many unknowns
that are occurring as part of the change as beliefs and values transition to embrace the
new way things must be done; but making that shift is what makes change so personal,
scary, and fundamentally difficult. Fullan (2016) stated, “All real change involves loss,
anxiety, and struggle” (p. 19). Humans are creatures of habit and changes from the
normal way of doing things requires justification as people need to figure out how to
thrive in new contexts. Many times, changes are imposed on people, and this causes him
or her to feel victimized and forced to make a change they do not want or are ready for.
When emotions are stirred and uncertainty is palpable, leadership is the key factor
(Fullan, 2001, 2016).
The notion of change management has been around longer than change
leadership. Change management is familiar to leaders in that it involves systems
components such as training, planning, and implementation. It runs parallel to
transactional leadership as the basis is operational and requires little personal change.
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Similarly, change leadership correlates to transformational leadership as it includes
change management and the human dynamics of mindset, behavior, and culture (D.
Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2010). Many times, it is difficult for leaders to
determine the type of change process that the organization is undergoing. D. Anderson &
Ackerman Anderson (2010) suggested asking these three questions:
1) Does the change require your organization’s strategy, structure, systems,
operations, products, services, or technology to change radically to meet the
needs of customers and the marketplace?
2) Does your organization need to begin its change process before the destination
is fully known or defined?
3) Is the scope of the change so significant that it requires the organization’s
culture and people’s behaviors and mindset to shift fundamentally in order to
implement the changes successfully and succeed in the new state? (p. 60)
“Yes” to one of those questions suggests a possible transformational change, but
yes to all three is a clear indicator of the need for a transformational change process (D.
Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2010). Change leadership can be interpreted as
transformational leadership taking place in an organization undergoing a transformation
change process.
History of Change Process in Education
In the fifth edition of The New Meaning of Educational Change, Fullan (2016)
captured over 3 decades of knowledge and experience working with change processes in
education. The book includes a history of educational change over the past 60 years.
The educational change journey is similar to the path of educational reform in education
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previously discussed. Although the alarm for the need to change has been sounded many
times, with the first large ring sounding with the A Nation at Risk report of 1983, the
alarms whether in reports or in reforms have not contained the strategies or solutions to
address the problems. The next major reform was NCLB and it too failed. Currently,
RTTT with the CCSS initiative is the newest reform effort aimed at bringing about
transformational change needed in education. Fullan (2016) went deeply into analyzing
that educational efforts use the wrong drivers when driving policy reform. Ackerman
Anderson and Anderson (2010) agreed with Fullan (2016) when they mapped out the
various external and internal drivers that are needed for transformation change to occur.
External drivers are made up of the environment and marketplace requirements with
business and operational requirements. Internal drivers are composed of all the human
dynamics: culture imperatives, behaviors, and mindset of both leaders and employees.
Simultaneous attention to both drivers is what will bring about true transformational
change (D. Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2010), and reform efforts in education will
bring about the desired results (Fullan, 2016). Fullan (2016) went further by laying out
four criteria of determining the correct drivers that are “critical elements in order to
achieve whole-system improvement:” it must (a) foster intrinsic motivation of teachers
and students, (b) support continuous improvement of teaching and learning, (c)
encourage collective teamwork, and (d) affect 100% of teachers and students (pp. 41-42).
With the correct drivers in place, educational change can then turn to the changes
in practice that are necessary in order to implement new initiatives. Fullan (2016) shared
three components that should be present in new programs or policies as they are required
for the achieving of goals: (a) the use of new materials, (b) the use of new teaching
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approaches, (c) the alteration of beliefs (p. 28). The fact that the latter requires a change
in beliefs is an indication of transformation taking place. Alteration in belief is a shift in
mindset, which is part of a transformational change process.
In speaking about organizations and companies in general within their book
Change or Die, Dealy and Thomas (2006) stated that there is an epidemic in business that
requires them to change or die. Yet few companies or organization know how to carry
out change and even fewer survive drastic changes. Though there may be several causes
of change implementation failures, the main problem is the lack of or poor change
leadership (D. Anderson & Ackerman Anderson, 2010). Businesses that fail to change
just go belly up or die, to use Dealy and Thomas’s (2006) term. Education does not have
that option; it cannot die. It must keep going, even when there is no impact or when
practices are not successful. According to Fullan (2016), “The neglect of the
phenomenology of change . . . is at the heart of the spectacular lack of success of most
social reform” (p. 9). He makes this reference also of changes in education as it too is
part of a sociopolitical process.
Education Leaders as Transformational Change Leaders
The research on transformational leadership and change leadership indicates the
lack of training for leaders on the concept and process of change (Fullan, 1993, 2001,
2008, 2011a; Leithwood, 1994; Leithwood, Jantzi, & Steinbach, 1999). Before anything
can occur, educators, both leaders and teachers, must see themselves as agents of change
and become skilled change agents (Micheal Fullan, 1993). Then, an educational leader
needs to be trained to lead change, but currently they are not prepared to lead a full,
impactful change process (Fullan, 2016). As part of learning about the change process,
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leaders will also realize that teachers can serve as change agents. Fullan (1993) stated
that actually they are “the sine qua non of getting anywhere” (p. 6). Leading
transformational change in education requires a process approach as the outcome of the
newest reform, the CCSS, is unknown.
Types of Change in Organizational Development
In the interdisciplinary field of organizational development, change is the reason
and purpose for its existence, with the outcome of the change being organizational
effectiveness. When writing within this field, N. Anderson (2015) referred to a research
conducted in 1974 by Watzlawick, Weakland, and Fisch, where types of change were
categorized by the magnitude of their impact on the organization labeled as first- and
second-order changes.
First-order changes. The changes in this category are minor adjustments or
modifications to existing systems or practices (Bartunek & Moch, 1987). Changes are
made within the current framework of procedures, policies, and schema. First-order
changes are in line with Ackerman Anderson and Anderson’s (2010) developmental and
transitional change processes previously discussed. These changes do not cause many
difficulties and are usually incremental modifications of how things were formerly done.
Second-order changes. These types of changes require a rethinking, reshifting,
and reconstructing of the old ways of doing things. It calls for a redefining of processes,
values, and beliefs. The organization is given new goals and new purpose including a
new framework in which to do it. The radical change needed in this category of changes
is more difficult to manage and lead.
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Over the years, researchers have used other names to describe these two different
types of changes. Kindler (1979) termed them incremental and transformational. Burke
and Litwin (1992) labeled them transactional and transformational. Burke (2002) called
them evolutionary and revolutionary.
The difference between these two types of changes is not something that has been
readily taught, and this is a determent to organizations. Historically, most organizational
change models have been reflective of first-order changes (D. Anderson, 2015). It is
important to teach leaders, and all employees actually, how to determine the types of
changes occurring in their organization as well as how to lead those changes.
First- and Second-Order Changes in Education
Change in education is constantly occurring as seen in the various attempts at
educational reform since the early 1960s. In his book, Change Forces: Probing the
Depths of Educational Reform, Fullan (1993) sounded the call for the need to learn to
“contend with and manage the forces of change on an ongoing basis” (p. 4). He went on
to state that in order for educational reform to have the impact that is intended,
educators—administrators and teachers—must be experts in the change dynamics. This
is something that over 23 years later, has yet to occur as Fullan (2016) began with “once
again we start with the problem—[educational]leaders are not prepared to lead change”
(p. 250).
In the context of school restructuring, Leithwood et al. (1999) presented first- and
second-order change. In a 2003 working paper, Waters et al. presented these change
orders in the context of a balance leadership. The same authors conducted a metaanalysis of research conducted from 1978-2001 in which they underlined 21 leadership
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responsibilities and changes that can be categorized into first and second order that need
to occur. Building on this foundation, Waters and Cameron (2007) conducted another
meta-analysis and established a balanced leadership framework, delineating the first- and
second-order changes needed to transform schools and classrooms.
Waters et al. (2003), when referring to many researchers in leadership and change
management—Heifetz, Fullan, Beckard, Pritchard, Hesslebein, Johnson, Kanter, Bridges,
Rogers (to name a few)—made the case that change comes in various degrees of
magnitude. Even though changes may be categorized as first and second order (see Table
4), it depends on the perception of the individual (Waters & Cameron, 2007). These
changes are not in themselves initiatives but more the implications of the change that the
leaders must achieve (Waters & Cameron, 2007). This means that school leaders must be
prepared not only to lead a change process but also to be able to differentiate depending
on how impactful the changes are to their staff. This is no easy feat as many school
leaders have no idea how to lead a change process (Fullan, 2016); yet without knowledge
of how to change, the result is failure (Fullan et al., 2005).
First-order changes require leaders to work within a current framework or system.
They maintain the procedures and processes in place. Within the meta-analysis
conducted by Waters et al. (2007) and Marzano et al. (2005), the researchers identified 21
behavioral responsibilities needed by school leaders (Achieve et al., 2012). All 21
responsibilities could be identified as first- or second-order changes depending on the
perception of the individual experiencing it. There are some basic responsibilities that
can be agreed upon to be first order in nature as they are implemented within the current
system. For example, school leaders discipline teachers when they detract or fall short of

63

Table 4
Comparison of First- and Second-order Change Perception
When change is perceived as a
first-order change:
(Waters & Cameron, 2007;
Waters et al., 2003)

When change is perceived as a
second-order change:
(Waters & Cameron, 2007;
Waters et al., 2003)

Extending from the past

Breaking from the past

Within existing systems or paradigms

Creation of new systems or paradigm

Consistent with established norms and values

Values and norms are changed

Implementation is possible with current
knowledge and skills

Requires acquisition of new knowledge and
skills for implementation

Implementation is conducted by a leader

All stakeholders must be part of the
implementation

Is linear and incremental

Is nonlinear and complex

their teaching standards. They also provide teachers with the basic resources they need to
accomplish their work, like textbooks, reading books, supplies, and so forth. In general,
school leaders set a goal or purpose for the school. School leaders are also usually visible
in the school and are known by all stakeholders. First-order changes can be considered
the changes implemented that do not challenge the status quo. Waters et al. (2003) stated
that instructional leadership tends to focus on first-order change and is not the type of
leadership needed to make the necessary changes in restructuring. This might indicate
why instructional leadership has not been successful as a model for reform.
Second-order changes, on the other hand, do question the status quo. It is an
extreme departure of what the current system is doing. It requires new approaches and
can conflict with the prevailing norms and possibly values and beliefs. From the metaanalysis, the responsibilities linked to second-order changes were (a) knowledge of
curriculum, instruction, and assessment; (b) optimizer; (c) intellectual stimulation;
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(d) change agent; (e) monitoring/evaluating; (f) flexibility; and (g) ideals/beliefs. These
responsibilities can be found in any change process, but in second-order change it is
linked to accomplishing something that is beyond the current system. Second-order
changes are palpable in the context or a problem needing to be solved or a specific issue
needing to be achieved (Waters et al., 2003).
Many researchers, when sharing about implementation of new reform like the
CCSS, caution and warn that it is important to go slowly in order to go fast (Groth &
Bennett-Schmidt, 2013; Chang, 2014; The School Superintendent’s Association [AASA],
2014). Yet researchers in educational change processes warn about going slowly because
small incremental changes are linked to first-order changes (Waters et al., 2003).
According to Ackerman Anderson and Anderson (2010), “Organizations that can change
quickly and successfully will win in the dynamic twenty-first century marketplace” (p.
17). Second-order changes are complex with many moving pieces and require dramatic
shifts in current practices. Changes cannot be approached hesitantly or with reservation.
It calls for actions that are quick and resolute like pulling off a bandage. According to
Sizer (1987), “Schools that go slow and a little at a time end up doing so little that they
end up upsetting everything without accruing the benefits of change” (p. 28).
Conceptual Change Framework
The CCSS is a transformational initiative; it makes sense that a transformational
leadership style within a transformational change process should be used as part of its
implementation. RTTT has also been presented as requiring a second-order change with
all the innovations that it calls for (Durand, Lawson, Wilcox, & Schiller, 2016). Since
1986, Ackerman Anderson and Anderson (2010) have been calling attention to the fact
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that leading transformation requires a “multi-dimensional” process of implementing
change. Fullan (2001) agreed that change is multidimensional and involves at least three
dimensions: new materials, new approaches to teaching, and a shifting of beliefs. Those
dimensions are embedded in various parts of Ackerman Anderson and Anderson’s
conscious change leader accountability model of leadership, which is then interwoven in
their change leader’s roadmap change process model. The Ackerman Anderson and
Anderson leader model and change process model served as the conceptual framework
for this research (Ackerman Anderson & Anderson, 2010; D. Anderson & Ackerman
Anderson, 2010). This section references Ackerman Anderson and Anderson’s two
books unless otherwise referenced.
Conscious Change Leader Accountability Model
The conscious change leader accountability model (CCLAM) is multidimensional
in that it requires leaders to include all four quadrants: (a) mindset, (b) culture,
(c) behavior, and (d) systems in his or her leadership style (Ackerman Anderson &
Anderson, 2010). Figure 2 shows the interrelationship among the various quadrants and
areas. This is a change leadership model that makes the distinction between a leader who
is on autopilot or one who is consciously aware of the change process and all the
components that are needed to accomplish the outcome of the change; hence, conscious is
the first word in the title of the model. As autopilot implies, leaders using this approach
are going through the motions using their existing knowledge, skills, abilities, and
preferred leadership style to manage people. They might not know or have confidence in
using anything else that they are not used to. This style of leadership approach can have
parallel thinking to that of transactional.
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Figure 2. The conscious leader accountability model. From The Change Leader’s Roadmap, by
L. Ackerman Anderson & D. Anderson, © 2010, Being First, Inc., reprinted with permission.

On the other hand, a conscious approach leader conducts high levels of selfassessment and works tirelessly to increase his or her awareness of how he or she
manages and leads. He or she uses a variety of leadership styles depending on the
situation and group they are leading. Ackerman Anderson and Anderson (2010)
delineated some clear statements of what conscious leaders are:
• considerate of the internal states of others; what they think, how they feel, their
values, desires, cares and motivation.
• introspective. They reflect on things, and they develop the ability to hear their
thinking in their own heads.
• aware and realize that there are perspectives and truths beyond what their
mindsets allow them to see.
• far more competent in leading culture change as they often possess greater
emotional intelligence.
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• better at altering their behavior as needed to model their organization’s desired
culture.
• constant learners as they seek to getting things done right.
• better at innovation as they can respond to dynamic challenges of
transformation.
• able to see solutions in the fast-moving and perplexing problems occurring
between people and systems in a complex transformational process. (pp. 100101)
In CCLAM, conscious leaders take the approach of addressing the needs of the
entire system: internal and external, individual and collective. Attention to all the
possible combinations within the quadrants demonstrates the complexity of leading
transformational change (see Figure 3). The top two quadrants address the individual
areas, and the bottom two represent the collective areas. The left two quadrants are the
phenomenon occurring internally, while the right quadrants represent the external
concerns. The change processes within the CCLAM take place simultaneously in all
quadrants. Change process plans as well as strategies organized in all of these areas will
provide organizational transformation. In the quadrant of mindset, conscious change
leaders are tending to the “heart” of individuals—his or her emotions, values, belief,
commitment level, and so forth. Within behaviors, they are observing his or her people’s
skills, talents, styles of work, and even leadership as well as his or her behaviors in
general. The area of culture is much more than just the environment. It includes the
collective way of thinking and acting and relationships between workers as well as the
norms. “Systems” is the area that most companies or organizations try to change without
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considering the former. It covers everything from policies and procedures and structures
to actual technology systems. Much has been written about how to implement change in
each of these quadrants independently, but little to nothing exists on how to manage and
lead change in all four quadrants intentionally and concurrently.

Figure 3. The four quadrants of change leader accountability. From The Change Leader’s
Roadmap, by L. Ackerman Anderson & D. Anderson, © 2010, Being First, Inc., reprinted with
permission.

The nature of change always includes resistance. This requires conscious change
leaders to undergo personal transformation in order to model explicitly what they would
like to see in their employees. In all four quadrants, leaders must model the new
behaviors required in the new state of being in order to engage followers to do the same.
Change is personal and scary, and followers need to know and feel that their core needs
will be met and that they will be included and treated fairly and will be given the
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opportunity to show their competence in the new system. According to Ackerman
Anderson and Anderson (2010), “Success in transformational changes requires attention
at a far deeper level than that provided by typical change management methods” (p. 18).
Change Leader’s Roadmap Model for Leading Conscious Transformation
The CCLAM of leading is embedded in Ackerman Anderson and Anderson’s
(2010) change leader’s roadmap (CLR). The uniqueness of this methodology compared
to other models is that it takes into consideration all the components needed to implement
change effectively: content, people, and process. The CLR is a full-stream model that
consists of nine activities within three phases (see Figure 4). The creators of the model
made important delineations about the model that are critical to understanding it:
• The CLR is a process approach, which is needed when leading transformational
change efforts. Organizational activities must move the organization from where it is
to where it wants to be.
• As a process model, it is a discipline of thinking and not a recipe that can be followed.
This is something Fullan has mentioned in many of his books on leading change
(2001, 2008, 2011a, 2011b, 2016). Leaders must be conscious of the changes that are
occurring and immediately self-correct if an area of the plan does not work.
• The model is depicted in a flowing circular motion, but when change is truly taking
place, there might be several activities happening concurrently as well as different
departments being on different phases and/or activities.
• The model starts with phases composed of activities, which lead into tasks and finish
with a work step. Not all the activities will be completed. The leaders must tailor it to
the changes needed:
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phase  activity tasks  work step
• Also, although the model might appear to be linear as we know transformational
change, it is not. The model is spiral in nature, and every time all activities are
completed, the organization is at a new transformed future. The activities can be
repeated until the ultimate outcome is reached.

Figure 4. The change leader’s roadmap as a full-stream process. From The Change Leader’s
Roadmap, by L. Ackerman Anderson & D. Anderson, © 2010, Being First, Inc., reprinted
with permission.
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The first phase is upstream and calls for setting the foundations for success and
includes the following activities: preparing to lead the change; creating organizational
vision, commitment, and capacity; and assessing the situation to determine design
requirements. The second phase is midstream, where the designing occurs and includes
the following steps: design the desired state, analyze the impact, and plan and organize
for implementation. The third and final phase is downstream, and it is where
implementation takes place and includes the final steps: implement the change, celebrate
and integrate the new state, learn and course-correct. Figure 5 shows the relationship
between the phases and the activities.

Figure 5. The change leader’s roadmap—Phases and activity levels. From The Change Leader’s
Roadmap, by L. Ackerman Anderson & D. Anderson, © 2010, Being First, Inc., reprinted with
permission.
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Upstream. After hearing a wake-up call for the need for change, conscious
change leaders realize the need to engage in a deep analysis of the organization and how
it will approach the shift required. The first activity, preparing to lead the change, may
include establishing roles within the change process, determining the why of the change,
and setting initial desired outcomes. Creating organizational vision, commitment, and
capacity is the second activity, and it is critical. This is where the leader brings his or her
people up to speed on the challenges facing the organization and the need for
transformation. The two main tasks here are first, the leader creates the critical mass
within his or her followers to move collectively, with clear purpose and intentionality, the
organization to the new futures; and second, the leader focuses on building and
developing the capacity of his or her stakeholders’ mindsets, behavior, knowledge, and
skills with regard to the change process, management, and leadership. By getting his or
her followers emotionally ready and capable of dealing with the change, the leader
minimizes resistance and attachment to past practices that will need to be surrendered as
part of the transformation. The final activity in this phase is assessing the situation to
determine the design requirements. This means that through the use of assessments, the
leader is able to determine tangible design essentials for the transformation. It helps
articulate the pathway that will need to be taken to reach the new outcomes. Importantly
it also includes the needs of the people who will be taking the change to fruition.
Midstream. With the foundation for success in place, phase two, midstream,
targets the solutions for the future state. The first activity, design the desired state,
focuses on the magnitude of change processes needed around time, resources, labor, and
so forth. It is the steps needed in preparation for implementation as the organization
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makes the best possible plans as to what changes specifically will need to be made to
move the organization toward accomplishing the vision and achieving the desired results.
The design is wide in its scope as it addresses possible changes in structures, processes,
technology, and so forth as well as the changes in practices, mindset, working norms, and
relationships to support the people as they prepare for implementation. An important part
of the design is including current aspects of the organization’s systems that could serve
the new state. Now that there is a design in place, the next activity is to determine its
impact by conducting assessments on the organization’s current culture and people to
secure engagement and commitment to the future state. This activity allows the space to
hear from opposing stakeholders in order to take their perspectives into consideration.
This will help to minimize resistance in the downstream phase. The CCLAM is the
backdrop for this process, and a deep analysis of all quadrants is conducted. The final
activity in this phase is planning and organizing the implementation. The last two
activities have their culmination here with the implementation master plan being created.
It should include tangible answers to who, what, where, and when of the implementation
process. The delineation of roles is included to coordinate, monitor, and course-correct
during the implementation phase. It is important to include the actions needed in order to
maintain the momentum throughout the process.
Downstream. In the final phase, the first activity is where the “rubber meets the
road” and the master implementation plan is implemented. There are no step-by-step
instructions on how to do this, and every transformational change process looks different.
Leaders need to be consciously aware that the implementation will probably not go as
they had envisioned and that corrections will need to be made along the way. This
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activity begins the toughest part of the change process. Transformational change cannot
be managed or forced but facilitated and led. The leader must trust the process and
activities (from upstream and midstream) that were followed prior to this point. The next
activity should begin with a big “congratulations” as the new state in the organization
should be visible in some form, and operations should be moving toward the desired
outcomes. The dual purpose of this activity is to celebrate any and all milestones
achieved as part of the implementation plan and support stakeholders’ intentional
integrations of new mindsets, culture, behavior, and systems. It gives the followers the
space to stop and breathe in the praises for their hard work. The last and final activity is
to learn and course-correct. It is in the human nature to have a conclusion to a process.
Even though change is recursive, something new will need to be implemented, and it is
important for leaders to determine an ending point to the implementation plan that was in
place. Followers need to know they made it to the end in order for them to feel the sense
of closure and be ready and willing to take on the next change. The transformational
change process cannot be one that goes on and on without an end. This will cause
burnout and mistrust of followers. This is also a time when the leader determines how he
or she led the process and what was achieved and to begin to determine if spiraling back
to certain aspects need to be visited in order to better transform the organization.
Challenges With Change Models in Education
Throughout the years, many models, frameworks, processes, and methodologies
have been developed to assist leaders through the complex and arduous change process
(Castro Lopez, 2014). The models available provide for change processes from micro to
macrolevels. This allows leaders to pick the model appropriate for the need in
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organizations. The changes could also range from first- to second-order changes. Some
of the more common educational change models include Lewin’s (1951) three-step
change model, Kotter’s (1996) eight-step change model, and Cooperrider and Whitney’s
(2001) appreciative inquiry change model. All of these models begin with the first step
being unfreeze, establish a sense of urgency, and discovery, respectively. This first step
is representative of Ackerman Anderson and Anderson’s task number six, planning and
organizing implementation. All education models skip the important and critical
components of planning for the actual change process, which represent activities one
through five of the CLR.
In his latest book on educational change, Fullan (2016) recognized that
educational change “is technically simple and socially complex” (p. 67). He made a call
for leveraging the human dynamics of schools as a source for a whole-system reform.
When defining change process, he focused on building capacity and ownership of new
ideas. Yet in order for the human dynamics to be impactful as part of the change
processes, it must be leveraged prior to implementation plans being cemented. School
stakeholders must be part of any plans created that they are expected to follow. Attention
to the four quadrants of the CCLAM is what is missing from educational models, which
keep them from achieving transformational results.
Summary
The history of educational reform started some 60 years ago. Appendix A
delineates the literature used in the study. There are those who claim that education is
always changing, and there are those who state that nothing is ever new, just the same old
ideas with new names. Whichever might be the case, the current educational reform
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efforts through RTTT and the CCSS are an attempt at transforming the educational
system to prepare students for what will be needed, both for college and careers; but it
requires educators to think differently about teaching and learning. If transformation is
the goal, then it requires that there be an overhaul, not just of the systems in use, but of
the mindset, behavior, and culture within the various educational organizations. The
human dynamics as well as the system change together to achieve a new state.
Leadership is a macrotopic with numerous styles presented to assist leaders in
their quest to developing themselves and the organization that they lead. The full range
of leadership model allows for the integration of the various styles within its continuum.
Leaders who want to make lasting change in the organizations they serve must develop
their leadership and spend most of their time on the transformational end. By
strategically using the 4 I’s, transformational leaders can become change agents who not
only articulate clear, precise visions and create trustworthy structures but also empower
followers to reach within themselves and partner with them to give meaning and life to an
organization. It is this kind of leadership that will allow for the transformational change
processes to occur.
Educational change is basically a sociopolitical process (Fullan, 2016). Even
though reform efforts are generally focused on the systems and structures of education,
they also include a social component. The lack of attention to the social aspect of
educational reform is at the heart of its lack of success or even failure (Fullan, 2016).
Deliberate thought must be given to the phenomenology of change. When new
educational reform mandates are established, the focus is usually on creating a plan and
jumping into the implementation of the new practice or strategy. There is little thought as
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to how people will experience the change and how it will be intentionally carried out. A
thorough change process, as delineated by Ackerman Anderson and Anderson with a
focus on all four areas of the CCLAM and a roadmap that begins with planning for the
change is needed in order to bring about the desired results of transformation in
educational reform. Transformational leaders, acting as change agents using a complete
change process model, can potentially provide the new state that educational reform is
striving to achieve.
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY
The secret of change is to focus all your energy, not on fighting the old,
but on building the new.
—Socrates
Overview
This chapter presents the methodology used in the research study. It contains the
purpose statement with a clear reason for the research and guiding research questions that
drove the study. The study’s population and sample are described and defined. The
creation of the instruments utilized to gather the participant’s data is explained as well as
the justification of the validity and reliability of said instruments. The activities within
the data collection process are explicitly chronicled and described. The analysis includes
the design and approach taken in interpreting the data. The last part of the chapter
addresses any limitations of the research study and a summary of the topics addressed in
this chapter.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this descriptive, qualitative study was to explore and describe the
changes made in mindset, behaviors, culture, and systems as perceived by K-12 school
district directors and principals in California in the implementation of the California
Common Core State Standards (CCSS).
Research Questions
1. What do directors and principals identify as mindset changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
2. What do directors and principals identify as behavioral changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
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3. What do directors and principals identify as cultural changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
4. What do directors and principals identify as system changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
5. Within the changes identified in the four quadrants, what changes were similar or
different in the perception of the directors and principals?
Research Design
In preparation for this study on determining what transformational changes
occurred in the four quadrants of the conscious change leader accountability model
(CCLAM) as part of the implementation of the CCSS, the researcher incorporated a
descriptive, qualitative approach. McMillan and Schumacher (2010) stated that
descriptive research designs are valuable when collecting data to summarize the “current
or past status of something” (p. 217). They further explained that when investigating
areas or issues for the first time, a simple descriptive research can yield relevant and
important data. Descriptive, qualitative research was chosen because the participants
were asked to identify what changes were made in their organizations within the four
quadrants of Ackerman Anderson and Anderson’s CCLAM as part of the implementation
of the CCSS. Descriptive research provided a way to methodically and logically describe
the phenomenon of change within each of the quadrants (McMillan & Schumacher,
2010).
When identifying undocumented phenomena for which there is yet a foundational
understanding, descriptive analysis can be conducted as stand-alone research (Loeb et al.,
2017). The main purpose of this type of research would be to describe what is it that has
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surfaced after some exploration, organize the findings to provide an explanation for the
data discovered, and then validate the findings by establishing patterns from the various
data sources (Knupfer & McLellan, 2001). The meaningful dimensions uncovered can
inform and provide needed data to improve decision making. Descriptive analysis can
also be useful when needing to diagnose real-world dilemmas that need intervention,
require policy, and/or need recommendations (Knupfer & McLellan, 2001; Loeb et al.,
2017).
Descriptive research state the “what is” of various situations and assists in
answering questions about who, what, where, when, and to what extent by analyzing the
patterns identified in the data collected (Knupfer & McLellan, 2001; Loeb et al., 2017).
A purely descriptive research falls under the category of qualitative research and follows
some general characteristics. To varying degrees, these types of research include the
following:
• The data are taken from a natural source with the researcher being the key instrument
in the research process.
• The collection of data is in the form of pictures, stories, and words.
• The researcher is focused on the process as well as the product.
• The data are analyzed more inductively.
• The main concern of the research is trying to make sense out of people’s lives and
experiences (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009).
Descriptive researches are deep in explanations with clear details along with
direct quotes that capture people’s experiences, opinions, and perspectives. These
“snapshots” of what is truly happening in the moment inform practitioners of the realities
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about strengths and challenges in their systems that might not otherwise come to light
(Loeb et al., 2017).
The research data for this study were collected using open-ended questionnaires
and questions followed by one-on-one, open-ended interviews. The responses received
from the open-ended questions, which were open-ended in order to allow for deep
questioning about the various aspects of the changes as well as the implementation
process, served as the starting point of the questions to be asked during the interviews.
The purpose of having the participants answer the open-ended preliminary interview
questions first was to give them the time and space needed for him or her to think through
all the possible changes made in the four quadrants as part of the CCSS implementation.
During the interview section, participants were allowed to add to the changes he or she
gave in the open-ended preliminary interview questions before delving into probing
questions.
Descriptive research was a good fit for this particular study for a variety of
reasons. The heart of this study was to investigate the human dynamics involved in the
change process for transformational implementation. The focus was, in working with
people, what makes for positive, sustainable change. This cannot be calculated with
numbers or with control groups because, as Knupfer and McLellan (2001) stated,
“educational events cannot be reduced to a controlled laboratory experiment” (p. 1196).
Also, this study has not been conducted before and it is an important social phenomenon
that requires investigation (Loeb et al., 2017). Additionally, descriptive research is a
powerful tool detecting and unearthing a new way of thinking and practices that can
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move education forward, which is also an important analysis of this study (Fraenkel &
Wallen, 2009; Loeb et al., 2017).
Population
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) defined population as a group of people,
objects, or events that a researcher is interested in studying in order to make statements
about the people in that group. Simply, the population is a large group that shares
something in common that a researcher would like to study and learn more about. In this
study, the population was K-12 public school administrators within the state of
California.
As per the California Department of Education (CDE; 2017) website, in the 20142015 school year there were 24,816 K-12 school administrators in California. An
administrator is defined as a certificated and credentialed staff member who does not
have direct contact with students and usually has the position of superintendent, assistant
superintendent, director, coordinator, principal, assistant principal, or other title and is
typically not part of a bargaining unit.
Of the various positions that fall under California’s definition of administrators,
this study looks to include two major categories: directors and principals. In 2014-2015,
there were 1,024 school districts and 9,997 K-12 schools (CDE, 2017). This means that
there were approximately 11,021 directors and principals in the state of California.
Directors, particularly of curriculum and instruction, and principals have direct
responsibilities with pertinent, explicit, and direct knowledge of the changes made in the
implementation of the CCSS. The target populations for this study was identified as the
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32 school districts that depending on the size have a least one director and 422 schools,
which means the same number of principals, in Santa Clara County.
Sample
Since studying every member of a large population is nearly impossible,
researchers select a sample of the population to study in order to make inferences and
generalizations about the entire population (Patten, 2012). The sample or smaller group
selected from the population is selected using criteria that will assist the researcher in
answering the questions of a study. Nonprobability, purposive sampling involves the
researcher choosing particular members of the population on which to focus the study
(McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Nonprobability indicates that a random sample is not
taken from the population. The reasons that this might be the case is due to samples not
being necessary, required, or feasible to select from a large population (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010). McMillan and Schumacher (2010) stated that it is “the most
common form of sampling in educational research” (p. 136). Within nonprobability
sampling, there are three types: convenience, purposeful/purposive, and quota. This
study used purposive criterion sampling because it sought participants who corresponded
to particular categories and who could serve as informed representatives about a topic of
interest (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010; Patten, 2012). Particularly this study desired
participants who met specific criteria within the implementation of the CCSS.
For sampling purposes, the researcher gathered responses and opinions from eight
principals and eight directors, particularly directors involved with curriculum and
instruction. The participants had at least 3 years of experience in his or her
administrative role, actively led the implementation of the CCSS (through training or
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presentations) and had knowledge of the shifts required by the CCSS. This would ensure
the participants were in their roles from the early years of implementation and well
informed on the various facets of the CCSS. The administrators’ contact information was
retrieved from the CDE public domain website.
Qualitative researches historically have smaller sample sizes. When conducting a
survey about the sample sizes in qualitative research, Patton (2009) reported that the
sample size ranged from 10-36 with the median being 13. Additionally on this topic,
Patton (2015) reiterated to researchers the importance of not comparing large sample
quantitative studies with smaller qualitative studies whose purpose is to provide for indepth data collection. An important criterion of qualitative research is the saturation of
the sample size (Patten, 2009). In this process, the researcher must continue to collect
data until the participants fail to respond with new information. In this study through the
open-ended preliminary interview questions and interviews, the researcher exhausted the
data collected and interviewed the participants until no new changes in implementation
surfaced. This process of saturation helps to validate the sample size. Gathering rich
data from participants intimately involved with the changes made in the implementation
of the CCSS was the goal of this study. There were no control groups employed with the
sample of principals and directors as it was a naturalistic inquiry. This study remained
open and flexible to be conducive to the exploration of what the phenomena would offer
(Patton, 2015).
Instrumentation
In a descriptive qualitative study, various instruments are used. This study
utilized three main instruments: a demographic questionnaire (Appendix B), open-ended
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preliminary interview questions (Appendix C), and individual, open-ended interviews in
person (or if needed by telephone; Appendix D). The instruments were developed by the
researcher using the change models detailed in Chapter II, specifically the CCLAM and
the change leader’s roadmap (CLR) both by Ackerman Anderson and Anderson (2010).
Patton (2015) described six types of questions that can be asked when
interviewing a person. It is important for the researcher to be clear on the type of
questions he or she is using in order for the interviewer to respond accordingly. The
types of questions are as follows:
• Experience and behavior questions—These questions focus on what the participant is
currently doing or has done in the past in order to extract information from the
participant on the types of experiences, activities, actions, or behaviors he or she have
taken part in.
• Opinion and values questions—These questions are aimed at learning from the
participant the way he or she thinks and processes information in order to establish his
or her opinions, judgments, and values.
• Feeling questions—These questions target what the participant feels with regard to
their experiences. It is easy to confuse these questions with opinions so it is important
for the researcher to clearly tell the participant that question is meant to elicit the
feelings behind the experiences.
• Knowledge questions—These questions explore a participant’s factual knowledge on
various topics, programs, services, regulations, requirements, and so forth. These
could be answered with “hard” data.
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• Sensory questions—These questions require participants to describe their experiences
using their senses, what it is he or she sees, smells, tastes, touches, or hears when
engaged in particular situations.
• Background/demographic questions—These questions can be considered routine about
gender, age, income, and such, but when used in open-ended interviews they can have
a deeper connotation as the participants categorize themselves in relationship to others
as well as allow the participants to verbalize how they perceive themselves and their
background. Also, it can help the readers of the study to “see” the participants (Patten,
2012).
Open-ended questions illicit open-ended responses, which “are the heart of
qualitative data” (Patton, 2015, p. 446). Truly open-ended questions have various
characteristics: (a) The questions do not indicate what thoughts or feelings the participant
should have; (b) The participant is free to answer using his or her full repertoire of
responses, selecting those that are most salient; (c) The natural responses from the
participant’s own themes, images, and words are what is used to drive the inquiry;
(d) The question allow the participant to answer using his or her own words and direction
to share what he or she wants to say; and (e) Questions can never require a dichotomous
response (Patton, 2015).
As described by Patton (2015), the general interview approach is when questions
are established as a checklist to ensure that all topics and themes of the study are covered.
This study followed this approach. The researcher wrote questions using the various
question types and linked to the CCLAM and the CLR. The checklist format allowed the

87

researcher the flexibility to vary the actual wording to match the flow of the interview but
also ensured all the areas of the study were covered.
During the interview there were various behaviors that the researcher kept in
mind: (a) show respect to the culture of the group being interviewed (culture meaning
here their position or school), (b) appreciate the time the individual has given the
researcher, (c) be genuine and natural, and (d) develop a rapport with the participant from
the beginning (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009). The latter, Patten (2012) stressed, is of the
utmost importance; and he advised that the first several questions of the interview should
be of a general nature and not dealing directly with the topic of the study. This would
allow the participant to feel more at ease before the topic questions begin.
The interview process should be well planned to ensure consistency and
thoroughness. As recommended by Patton (2015), Patten (2009), and McMillan and
Schumacher (2010), to establish the validity of the instruments, especially the researcher,
a pilot test of the interview questions was conducted with test participants who met the
criteria of actual participants but who would not be part of the study. This allowed for
the revision of the question checklist and provided the researcher with practice in order to
develop her interview skills prior to the actually study beginning. In order to practice the
analysis part as well, the interviews were transcribed and coded.
Validity
In research, a study is deemed valid when the construct of the instruments is
precise in order to “ensure that the instrument measures what it is supposed to measure”
(Patton, 2015, p. 22) or “performs the function(s) it is purported to perform” (Patten,
2012, p. 61). Validity is also a “matter of degree” (Patton, 2015, p. 61) between the
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meaning given to it by the participants and the researcher (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009;
McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). In order to establish validity in this study, the
researcher gathered data from various sources on the same research topic. There are
several ways of establishing validity. This descriptive study had content, descriptive, and
interpretive validity. It is critical to establish content validity in qualitative studies. This
requires that the instrument used appropriately measures the content that it is meant to
measure (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2009; Patten, 2012). The content of the questions in both
the questionnaire and interviews were directly linked to the CCLAM. To increase even
further the validity of the content, the researcher employed two experts in the area of
CCSS implementation. They reviewed the instruments and protocols; based upon their
feedback, adjustments were appropriately made. This is technically called data
triangulation (Patten, 2012).
Qualitative studies are highly subjective in nature. To provide further validity, it
is important to establish safeguards in order for the data collected to be represented
accurately. Descriptive validity does that by ensuring the data provided by the
participants are reflected truthfully (Thomson, 2011). This study provides assurance in a
few ways. First, the participants completed the initial, open-ended preliminary interview
questions alone through an online tool. The answers were in their own words and
submitted by them. Second, during the open-ended interviews, participants were allowed
to revisit their answers and add to them as needed. The interviews were recorded and
transcribed. The scripted interview and the field notes were shared with the participant to
ensure the veracity of its content prior to being coded.
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Also due to the subjectivity of this type of research, interpretative validity was
addressed. It is important to capture not only what the participants said but also their
perception, actions, or behaviors (Thomson, 2011). Since the interview was being
recorded, capturing what the participants said, the researcher took field notes during the
interview observing the mannerisms, tone, and body language of the participants. Notes
where made as to whether the participants were more or less vocal in some questions as
compared to others. Also, various probing questions were asked during the interview to
determine full meaning and perspective about the various research questions.
Reliability
There is reliability in a research instrument when it can produce similar results
over time. The more the environment and conditions stay the same, the greater the
reliability of the instrument as it gets closer to the true or correct scores (Salkind, 2011).
Reliability and validity go hand in hand. An instrument can be consistently reliable but
not valid due to the fact that it does not measure what it is supposed to measure. Even
though they are both needed, reliability is paramount because in order to establish the
validity an instrument, it must first be shown to be reliable (Salkind, 2011).
In this study, to test the reliability of the instruments, a field-test of the interview
protocol, questionnaire, and open-ended questions was conducted. The researcher asked
a director and principal meeting the study criteria but not taking part in the study to
volunteer as the test subjects. They were given the demographic questionnaire and
questions to complete in the same fashion that the participants would receive it. The test
interview was conducted with an observer taking notes of both verbal and nonverbal
language. After the test data were collected, the researcher asked both the volunteer
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participants and the observer questions in order to clarify the protocol and instruments.
With the input from the field-test, revisions were made prior to the start of the actual
study.
Data Collection
Prior to the data collection, the study met the requirements of Brandman
University’s Institutional Review Board (BUIRB) with regard to protection of human
subjects. The application for an expedited review was submitted and approved; both can
be found in Appendix E. The participants acknowledged the receipt of both informed
consent and the bill of rights, as seen in Appendix F.
To begin the data collection process, an e-mail was sent to all directors and
principals in Santa Clara County describing in detail the scope and purpose of the study
and requesting directors and principals who met the 3-year criteria to respond and
participate in the study (Appendix G). As directors and principals responded to the
invitation to participate, the demographic questionnaire (Appendix B) and four openended preliminary interview questions (Appendix C) were sent. The questionnaire
included questions about years of service in current position as well as spaces for
participants to describe in a narrative form their educational background and experiences.
The four open-ended preliminary questions were linked to the four quadrants of the
CCLAM and the changes the participants had made in each area. These questions
provided space for participants to respond in whatever format they preferred: bulleted
lists, numbered list, or narrative form. The purpose of providing the questionnaire and
questions ahead of time was to give the participants time and space to think about their
answers prior to responding and prior to the interview. The participants were asked to
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complete the questionnaire and questions within a week of receiving it. Once the
researcher received the initial responses from the participants, interviews were scheduled
and conducted using the open-ended interview protocol (Appendix D).
An effort was made to include principals and directors who represented both
elementary and secondary positions. Protecting the identity and confidentiality of the
participants was a main priority. The names of the participants were only known to the
researcher and were removed prior to coding of the data.
Data Analysis
Qualitative data analysis is conducted through the process of inductive analysis.
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) defined inductive analysis as the process by which
researchers “synthesize and make meaning from data, starting with specific data and
ending with categories and patterns” (p. 367). In order to provide an explanation of the
phenomenon of interest, the data are coded, categorized, and interpreted. The process is
relatively systematic and depends greatly on the researcher’s ability and skill to hold off
on the full interpretation of the data until the analysis is completed (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010). An important characteristic of qualitative inductive analysis is the
fact that data collection and analysis go hand in hand and influence each other. Unlike
quantitative data, qualitative data are analyzed during the data collection process as well
as when all the gathering of the data has been completed (McMillan & Schumacher,
2010). The arrows going in both directions in Figure 6 show the recursive and repeated
action of the process. Even after coding there might be a need to go back and gather
more data.
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Figure 6. General process of inductive data analysis. From Research in Education: EvidenceBased Inquiry (7th ed.), by J. H. McMillan & S. Schumacher, 2010, Upper Saddle River, NJ:
Pearson.

Data Preparation
For this study as the data were collected through the questionnaires, questions,
and interviews, the data were transcribed. The transcription is the preparation of the data
from various sources, audio, video, observational, and so forth, to a format that can be
reviewed visually (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). It is important for the validity of the
study to have all the data available in a form that they can be organized easily, which was
the process followed for this study.
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Data Codes
For this study the researcher used a software program name NVivo, which
facilitated the analysis of qualitative data by providing a central place for coding and
categorizing. Once the data were in visible form, data coding began by breaking apart
the information in pieces that can stand alone and are identifiable by a type and coded
with specific names or titles (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010; Patten, 2012). These
“segments” are representative of ideas, activities, events, experiences, descriptions,
thoughts, opinions, and so forth of the participants and can be of any size, from a word to
a several sentences (Patten, 2012). The information that surfaced from the segments
determined the name of the codes used, whereby giving meaning to the segments. For
example, all statements having to do with attitude changes would be coded under mindset
because it falls under that category of the CCLAM. The coding process continued until
all the data were broken into segments and given a code.
Categories
Codes of a similar nature were grouped together into categories representing the
overarching ideas that could be described and given meaning to those corresponding
codes (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). For example, the codes of personal changes fell
under the category of mindset as that is the appropriate category within the four quadrants
of the CCLAM. Codes could fit into more than one category (McMillan & Schumacher,
2010). Not all categories were of the same importance; some could be coded as urgent or
outlier and so forth to allow the induction of the data to have deeper meaning. For
example, as part of the systems change within instruction, there was a category of
instructional shifts, which required teachers to move away from worksheets to having
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students take notes and write out their own thoughts. Although this is an important
change in practice, it is not a major change within the bigger picture of full
implementation so it was coded as less important to the impact of the study. This process
continued until all the codes were placed within an appropriate category.
Identifying Patterns
Patterns and themes emerged as the researcher discovered relationships between
the categories (Patten, 2012). Both determining categories and seeking patterns in those
categories can be an exhausting exercise. It required a constant comparison of all the
data. If any new data were added throughout the process (like through additional
interviews), they were coded and categorized as well as compared with previously coded
and categorized data to ensure that all codes and categories were still appropriately
placed with the addition of new data. As with codes, categories could fit into more than
one pattern. Meanings within the patterns emerged through the fluidity of the codes and
categories (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Figure 7 shows the important relationship
among codes, categories, and patterns. This recursive process allowed for refinement of
the codes and categories as well as provided validation of the data and ultimately allowed
the researcher to make general statements about the themes and patterns discovered.
In searching for themes and patterns, the researcher tried to understand the
changes that took place within the four quadrants of the CCLAM and the various steps
within the CLR in the implementation of the CCSS. Once the data collection was
completed and the themes and patterns emerged, the researcher shifted from an inductive
process to a deductive approach in order to determine how the themes assisted in
answering the study’s problem and questions (Patten, 2012).
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Figure 7. Relationship among codes, categories, and patterns. From Research in Education:
Evidence-Based Inquiry (7th ed.), by J. H. McMillan & S. Schumacher, 2010, Upper Saddle
River, NJ: Pearson.

In order to establish interrater reliability to the study and in addition to the fieldtest where the protocols and instruments were tested, an expert researcher was used to
review the transcribed data and the codes assigned to each. An interrater is one or more
people who independently analyze the categories used to determine if they too would
have used the same categories (Patton, 2015). It provides a way of triangulating the data
and a way of establishing credibility in the analysis (Patton, 2015). In order to qualify as
an expert, the person had a doctoral degree that was accomplished through a qualitative
dissertation. Once the expert conducted her or his independent analysis, he or she met
with the researcher to compare both analyses, and adjustments were made as needed. To
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further increase the reliability of the study, a peer researcher in the same field analyzed a
percentage of the coding including categories and themes. A detailed and in-depth
analysis of the findings is presented in Chapter IV.
Limitations
No research methodology is perfect, and each has advantages and disadvantages.
Findings might be difficult to generalize due to the following limitations:
• The population size was limited to the directors and principals of the Santa Clara
County.
• The sample size might be too small to make generalizations about the study to all
other counties within the state or across the country.
• The data were representative of the participants who chose to take part in the study.
• There was a time limitation from November 2017 to January 2018.
Another limitation of the study is the potential bias of the researcher. In order to
lessen this potential, the researcher (a) conducted a pilot test of the entire process with
similar participants and (b) enlisted the assistance of peers with educational doctoral
degrees or in similar doctoral programs to assist in the coding and sorting of the data.
Within the structure of the study, the researcher organized the questionnaire and
questions in a clear manner to minimize confusion and personal interpretation on behalf
of the panelists. The subjective parts of the study were analyzed by the researcher using
guidelines for coding in order to minimize any biases in the interpretation of the data.
Summary
The descriptive qualitative analysis used in this study was appropriate for the goal
of determining what transformational changes in mindset, behavior, culture, and systems
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were implemented through the CCSS. The participants consisted of directors and
principals all directly involved in the last 3 years with the implementation and could
speak to the changes made from a position of experience. Both the methodology and
instruments used provided the study with validity and reliability. The data collection and
analysis processes shared in this chapter could be followed and replicated in other
studies. Further information on data collection and findings are discussed in the next
chapter.
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CHAPTER IV: RESEARCH, DATA COLLECTION, AND FINDINGS
Overview
This study set out to discover what changes were necessary in the human
dynamics during the implementation of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS).
More specifically, what changes were made in the areas of mindset, behavior, culture,
and systems? The following chapter describes and highlights the data collected. The
data, charts, and graphs as well as the narrative presented provide a comprehensive view
of the experiences of the educators who participated in the study. The chapter ends with
a summary of the major common themes that surfaced from the combined perspectives of
both the principals and directors.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this descriptive, qualitative study was to explore and describe the
changes made in mindset, behaviors, culture, and systems as perceived by K-12 school
district directors and principals in California in the implementation of the California
Common Core State Standards (CCSS).
Research Questions
1. What do directors and principals identify as mindset changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
2. What do directors and principals identify as behavioral changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
3. What do directors and principals identify as cultural changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
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4. What do directors and principals identify as system changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
5. Within the changes identified in the four quadrants, what changes were similar or
different in the perception of the directors and principals?
Research Methods and Data Collection Procedures
Wanting to identify the “what are” changes that occurred in mindset, behaviors,
culture, and systems during the CCSS implementation, this study was descriptive and
qualitative in nature. The heart of this study was about discovering the human dynamics
needed as part of the new education reform efforts, CCSS. Once the participants, eight
directors and eight principals, met the criteria of (a) at least 3 years in his or her current
position, (b) actively led the implementation of CCSS, and (c) knowledge of the shifts
required by CCSS, he or she was sent the full description of the study. The information
included two online forms to fill out; one was a demographics questionnaire and the
other, the four interview questions. The purpose of asking the questions prior to the
interviews was to give participants the time and space to think deeply about the
questions. The online interview questions also included the informed consent but during
the interview, the participants were asked to sign it. The core of the data collection
occurred during the interviews, where the questions were more deeply explored. The
interview was recorded and transcribed. The transcriptions were then coded to determine
themes and patterns. The researcher used the intercoder process to establish the
reliability of the data analysis in Chapter IV.
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Population
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) defined population as a group of people,
objects, or events that a researcher is interested in studying in order to make statements
about the people in that group. In this study, the population was K-12 school
administrators within the state of California. Administrators are defined by the state as
certificated and credentialed staff members who do not have direct contact with students,
who usually hold positions of superintendent, assistant superintendent, director,
coordinator, principal, assistant principal, or other title, and are typically not part of a
bargaining unit. In 2014-2015, there were approximately 11,021 directors and principals
within the state of California (CDE, 2017). For this study, the target population came
from Santa Clara County where there are 32 school districts with at least one director and
422 schools, a number which indicates the same number of principals.
Sample
The sample, or small group selected from the population, is selected using criteria
that assisted the researcher in answering the questions of the study. This study used
purposive criterion sampling because it sought participants who corresponded to
particular categories and who could serve as informed representatives about a topic of
interest (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010; Patten, 2012). Particularly, this study desired
participants who met specific criteria within the implementation of the CCSS.
Since studying every member of a large population is nearly impossible, the
researcher gathered responses and opinions by interviewing eight principals and eight
directors, particularly directors involved with curriculum and instruction. The
participants had at least 3 years of experience in his or her administrative role, actively

101

led the implementation of the CCSS (through training or presentations), and had
knowledge of the shifts required by the CCSS. This ensured that the participants were in
their roles from the early years of implementation and well informed on the various facets
of the CCSS.
Demographic Data
The study included 16 participants, eight directors and eight principals, who met
the eligibility criteria. Each participant had been in their position for at least 3 years, was
actively involved in the implementation of CCSS, and was familiar with the CCSS shifts.
Table 5 represents demographic data that describes each participant, from Participant 1 to
Participant 16.
Table 5
Research Participants Demographics
Participant

Position

Years in position

Participant 1
Participant 2

Principal
Principal

4
13

Participant 3

Principal

10

Participant 4

Principal

11

Participant 5

Principal

8

Participant 6

Principal

4

Participant 7

Principal

3

Participant 8

Principal

4

Participant 9

Director

3

Participant 10

Director

4

Participant 11

Director

3

Participant 12

Director

3

Participant 13

Director

4.5

Participant 14

Director

4

Participant 15

Director

4

Participant 16

Director

4
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Presentation and Analysis of Data
The following section contains the data collected and analyzed to answer the
questions about what changes were needed in mindsets, behaviors, cultures, and systems
as part of the implementation of CCSS. The eight directors and eight principals were
from Santa Clara County and represented multiple schools and districts. The data
collection began with a demographic questionnaire to better understand the role of the
participants within the implementation of CCSS. The participants were asked the four
interview questions ahead of time through an online questionnaire to give the participants
time and space to think about their responses. During the interviews, the researcher
delved deeper into the responses from the questionnaire and asked other probing
questions to gather as much information as possible about the question from the
participants. The interview questions were in direct alignment to the research questions.
The presentation of the data begins with the principals and the themes that developed
under each question. Similarly, the director’s themes follow. This provides for easier
alignment to and analysis of the findings in the next chapter. Figure 8 shows the flow of
data presented, following the arrows from left to right, and alignment to the research
questions. Research questions are part of the findings and are addressed in the next
chapter.
Intercoder Reliability
In order to establish intercoder reliability and in addition to the field-test where
the protocols and instruments were tested, an assistant who is an expert researcher in
qualitative dissertation was asked to review the transcribed data with the codes and
themes. This provided a way of triangulating data and establishing credibility in the
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analysis. To further increase the reliability of the study, a peer researcher in the same
field analyzed the coding and themes. The researcher collaborated with the assistant in
the formatting of the tables and charts. All of this was done to assure that the answers of
the participants were accurately documented and presented.

Figure 8. Flow of data presentation.

Results From Research Question 1: Mindset Changes as Perceived by Principals
Research Question 1: What do directors and principals identify as mindset
changes required for the implementation of CCSS?
Figure 9 illustrates the frequency of participant responses for the themes
identified by the researcher from the interview transcripts and the intercoder reliability
process. The following narrative is an analysis of these main themes.
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Figure 9. Mindset changes as perceived by principals.

Embracing new ways of thinking. This was one of the two top-ranking themes.
Seven of the eight principals agreed that embracing new ways of thinking and believing
that instructional practices needed to change were equally important mindset changes that
needed to be made as part of the CCSS implementation. The same seven principals
stated, “With CCSS, both teachers and students needed to think critically, creatively, and
deeply about the content.” In ELA, explanations in writing require not only a claim but
also support for that claim with clear evidence from the text. The focus also changed to
include more informational texts. In mathematics, students need to be able to explain in
multiple ways, the process by which they reach their answer. Participant 1 shared,
“There is a big emphasis on ensuring that kids have a conceptual understanding of math
processes; it’s no longer just about finding the answer.” This new way of thinking
actually causes more questions to be asked that need to be answered. Participant 6 stated,
“Before, teachers were teaching the ‘what’; now they need to teach, and students need to
learn, the ‘how’ and ‘why.’”
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Belief that instructional practices must change. This was also a top theme. The
same principals brought up the fact that teachers had to make a mindset shift and believe
that they need to change their instructional practices. It would not be possible to properly
implement CCSS by just adjusting what they were doing previously. His or her entire
practices of teaching needed to be revamped, and he or she had to “let go of the old stuff”
as Participant 2 shared. They need to engage and provide a student-centered classroom
where students are doing the cognitive lifting in order to be able to learn the process of
learning. Participant 3 shared that they used the implementation of CCSS to completely
change the vision of the school by transitioning to a science, technology, engineering, art,
and math (STEAM) Academy. He shared, “With this big change, teachers were ready to
change their practice.” Participant 7 shared that as part of this transition, his school
began doing Project Based Learning. Similarly, Participant 4 said that at his school they
used CCSS as “a leverage point” to implement the changes in teaching practices to ensure
students were learning to think in new ways.
Changing to a growth mindset. The requirements of implementing the change to
CCSS required principals to address the needs to have a growth mindset. Four of the
eight principals were intentional in addressing mindset during the implementation of
CCSS by introducing growth mindset as a way of dealing with the many changes
required of CCSS. Participant 4, who began working on mindset even before CCSS was
introduced, shared “Being student-centered and really focused on student growth, we had
to change the way we thought about how students learn.” Participant 2 stated that the
majority of teachers embraced the need to change because the way of doing things was
not having the desired impact on student learning. He shared how his entire district is
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providing training on growth mindset because they realized that during this change,
teachers and administrators alike had to believe that intelligence can grow. “CCSS really
made us all learners again,” shared Participant 8. “We all had to realize that we needed
to grow and learn with the new standards.”
Paradigm shift in standards. It is a fact that CCSS caused a paradigm shift in
the academic standards taught to students. Four out of eight participants explicitly
addressed the change to CCSS as being fundamentally different in what was required in
academic content. Participant 4 shared, “We started working on the paradigms. Instead
of waiting for the district to give us stuff.” They started to analyze within themselves
what new content needed to be addressed and how it was going to be taught. Helping
teachers make this paradigm shift has been challenging. Participant 7 cleverly put it this
way, “Moving teachers from ‘sage on the stage’ to ‘guide on the side’ has its challenges,
particularly for seasoned teachers.” Participant 2 shared that embracing and addressing
the shifts and seeing how “The process impacted our school even in the way we’ve
changed out systems” is what has made the difference. The same three participants who
explicitly addressed this theme were the same three who also introduced growth mindset
from the beginning of the CCSS implementation.
Veteran teachers harder to change. Veteran teachers, those who started
teaching prior to Common Core, have experienced at least one educational reform in their
careers with many having experience several. These teachers are reluctant to change
instructional practices, and as Participant 8 said, “They are hoping ‘this too shall pass.’”
She went on to add that these teachers have seen the “pendulum swing” as it relates to
educational reform and teaching practices. In schools and districts where mindset was
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not explicitly addressed, “There was a lot of reluctance early on because of the fact that it
was something that they were being told they had to do,” shared Participant 5. “It’s
challenging for teachers that who have done things a certain way for a long time,” shared
Participant 4. “We have to be patient and work with them.”
Mathematics practices required a huge shift. While addressing the paradigm
shift in the content standards, principals were confronted with the realization that the
biggest shift needed in CCSS was within mathematics content standards. No longer were
students being asked for the answer to a problem; they were also asked to show the
process of how they arrived at their solution. Participant 8 shared that the discussion
about “mindset was necessary to embrace the new math requirements because they were
so different than the previous math standards.” Not only did the standards change in
mathematics, but CCSS also brought with it mathematical practices that needed to be
addressed alongside the teaching of the content standards. Participant 1 shared that he
devotes more time to the practices than the standards because “of the emphasis on
ensuring that kids had a conceptual understanding of the mathematics processes.” The
mathematics standards under CCSS also required math in secondary to be spiral in
nature. Instead of having Algebra 1, Geometry, Algebra II, and so forth, the standards
required it to be Math 1, 2, 3 and so on, where all concepts of mathematics are taught
simultaneously and grow in difficulty and complexity as the student goes from one
course to another. This caused math teachers to be “amongst the most reluctant to
change,” shared Participant 5. He added, “even now, they are the ones that struggle the
most.”
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Change vision, mission, to align to new focus. Having been working on growth
mindset prior to CCSS, Participant 4 saw CCSS as the vehicle his school needed to have
a complete transformation. Having primed his school for the change, he shares that the
majority of his staff said,
Everyone’s going to do Common Core, so here’s our opportunity to use that as a
leverage point. Let’s jump on this lever even if we don’t know what it’s going to
look like or how it’s going to be resolved.
As part of the process, he rallied his staff, went back to their core beliefs, rewrote the
school’s vision and mission statements to align to what they wanted students to be able to
do and be upon graduation, “with the critical thinking, creative thinking, and resilience to
success in college and career.” He added, “This mindset shift around vision created a
need for the Common Core.” Similarly, Participant 3 began talking to his staff about the
upcoming change and all that would be required as well as the need to improve the
academic performance of the school. He proposed a complete change to the structure of
the school by having the school become a STEAM school. The staff who participated
“were really gung-ho about it. Common Core became the tool that we needed for the
STEAM Academy to take root.”
Allowing mistakes and taking risks. The last two themes are combined because
principals mentioned them as if they went hand in hand. These themes could have been
placed under the theme of “changing to a growth mindset,” but principals spoke of them
in such a way as if they were important changes in themselves even outside of having a
growth mindset. Also, the principals repeatedly mentioned them not only when sharing
about mindset but also as part of behaviors and cultures. Hence, these two were
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important in and of themselves to be given separate emphasis. Participant 4 shared that
previously teachers were told exactly what they needed to be saying and doing by
following the textbook. “Now they have to take instructional risks to change what they
are doing.” But in order to take those risks, administrators need to give them “the
freedom to fail,” the space to make mistakes. Allowing mistakes to occur is not just
limited to something we want teachers to be able to understand and be given permission
to do, it is also something we need students to embrace. Participant 3 shared, “In lessons,
we need to be challenging them [students], allowing them to make mistakes.” Both
teachers and students need to see mistakes, “as opportunities and gateways to learning,
pathways and part of taking steps.” Being vulnerable to take risks and being open to
admitting mistakes are extremely challenging and can be considered a paradigm shift in
themselves.
Results From Research Question 2: Behavior Changes as Perceived by Principals
Research Question 2: What do directors and principals identify as behavioral
changes required for the implementation of CCSS?
Figure 10 illustrates the frequency of participant responses for the themes
identified by the researcher from the interview transcripts and the Intercoder reliability
process. The following narrative is an analysis of these main themes.
Collaboration and support. This is a theme that was seen mentioned by all the
participants. In the era of CCSS, teachers collaborating and supporting each other is
clearly evident. Participant 1 stated it nicely:
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There’s no choice. They [teachers] have to work together and collaborate to make
meaning as to what the units and lessons are requiring kids to do, and, are the kids
really reaching those learning targets that we have set for them.

Figure 10. Behavior Changes as Perceived by Principals.

The responsibility of student learning no longer just falls on the teacher; it falls on
everyone. “Everyone is accountable,” shared Participant 2. This required teachers to
really come together to support each other and work together. Participant 6 stated that his
team could be heard saying, “We’re in this together. Almost singing the phrase as they
planned.” “Supporting each other and getting along is what is making us successful,”
said Participant 5. She quickly added that they are not perfect by any means but that
teachers’ supporting each other is what has made the difference. Participants 1, 4, 5, and
6 stated that part of the teachers’ supporting each other included doing peer observations
of each other’s classroom and providing each other constructive feedback. This
collaboration began to establish higher levels of trust that were not previously visible.
Leadership is for the many. Six of the principals stated that the implementation
required teachers to rise to a new level of leadership. Participant 4 shared that he
developed “less hierarchical, more of a flat level of leadership. Everyone is learning and
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leading from what they know.” As implementation began, teachers who were making
strides and showing the use of important teaching strategies were called up to lead others.
This allowed leadership to come from any teacher. “These teacher leaders have
presented both at the site and district,” shared Participant 7. Participant 2 taught his staff
that, “Change starts with me. I can’t wait for someone to tell me what to do to improve
this (instruction). Leadership is for the many, not for the few. This process led to
everyone being on a leadership team.” At this school, they also worked on developing
the leadership potential of students.
Teaching styles changed. The teacher leaders were directly linked to those
teachers who made the needed changes in their teaching styles, the styles needed to
correctly implement CCSS. There were many different approaches to teaching, but the
common thread shared between Participants 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7 was that “CCSS required
instruction to be student-centered.” Principals 3, 4, and 5 mentioned that “rigor and
higher levels of depth of knowledge (DOK)” were needed to meet the demands of CCSS.
Principals shared that one of the hardest styles to implement was when the teachers
release the cognitive load to students. This goes in line with changing the mindset to
where teachers are “guides on the side.” Participant 5 shared, “We are looking for that
shift in the cognitive load going to the students.” (Shifting the cognitive load means that
teachers plan lessons in such a way as to ask students to participate in researching and
learning for themselves, taking responsibility for their own learning.) When teachers are
able to make that move and “teach students how to think, that is when critical thinking
skills can begin to develop,” shared Participant 2. Participant 7 highlighted that
“Common core values the process of student thinking not just the end result.”
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Planning became essential. Half of the principals mentioned the importance of
planning in the implementation of CCSS. Participant 3 mentioned planning was needed
because “you cannot just come up with a higher order thinking question on the spot. We
have to think ahead of time in your lessons.” This sentiment was also shared by
Participant 8 when she stated, “Because Common Core is so much more rigorous, that
rigor then almost forced teachers to plan together in a way that they may not have been
doing before.” In Participant 7’s school, “curriculum planning committees” were formed
in which all teachers participate depending on the content of interest.
Results from Research Question 3: Culture Changes as Perceived by Principals
Research Question 3: What do directors and principals identify as cultural
changes required for the implementation of CCSS?
Figure 11 illustrates the frequency of participant responses for the themes
identified by the researcher from the interview transcripts and the intercoder reliability
process. The following narrative is an analysis of these main themes.

Figure 11. Cultural changes as perceived by principals.

Cycle of inquiry and feedback. Five out of eight participants mentioned this
theme. Participant 1 stated, “Teachers are consistently coming together, looking at data,

113

and making decisions based on data. Through the inquiry process, they keep pushing
forward. They gotta be inquiry based in what you do so that the learning continues.”
Both Participants 2 and 5 mentioned that their cycle of inquiry and feedback occurred in
the PLCs. Participant 2 expanded and shared that “the talking about results, that
expectation piece of culture, that happened in our PLCs. We have our data wall, so we
look at data a lot and we use our scores to make inquiry and provide feedback.” In
another school, the cycle of inquiry began during walkthroughs completed by teachers
and administrator. Participant 5 mentioned they did so by “providing feedback to the
teachers, highlighting strong strategies and making recommendations.”
Inclusive environment. Half of the principals commented on the need to provide
an avenue through which the culture of the school could be more inclusive of all students.
When looking at issues in the classroom, Participant 7 said that teachers strived to have
“all (students) contribute in order to foster a culture of inclusion.” Participant 4
mentioned that with the change of mindset in which teachers were embracing new ways
of thinking, “Teachers were also becoming facilitators of learning.” As facilitators of
learning, they were creating more inclusive environments in their classroom in order to
foster a climate where students felt safe to try new things. Students get a chance to
engage in the learning when “teachers become facilitators of learning and release the
cognitive load to students,” shared Participant 4. “That’s one we are really, really
pushing . . . an inclusive environment, as that is where critical thinking can take place,”
shared Participant 5.
Celebratory. Four of the eight principals mentioned the importance of
celebrating successes and showing appreciation of the staff. Participant 6 accurately
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stated, “they’re human beings, so you really got to help nurture and care for them, let
them know that they’re part of this team, that they’re appreciated, that you recognize the
work they are doing on behalf of students.” Participant 7 used staff meetings and
“teachers are provided opportunities to showcase strategies they are using,” celebrating
the bright spots in the school. Another principal, Participant 3, did something similar by
highlighting really good lessons that he observed during staff meetings. Participant 1
stated that he “celebrated the kids.” By celebrating successes and using student
testimonials of how students were being successful in college, Participant 1 was able to
create a culture of celebration that motives teachers to faithfully implement CCSS.
Trust. In most of the conversations with principals, they all alluded to the fact
that the changes in culture were only made when trust was present, but only three of them
made explicit statements to the fact. Participant 2 had already established a culture of
trust, which made implementation much easier: “Because we had trust, the teachers saw
what was going on, we all jumped on board.” Norms are usually used to maintain focus
in meeting. Participant 4 also had established a culture of trust to the point that he set up
“norms about trusting, valuing, and supporting.” He tells his staff, “You’re going to trust
that your colleagues have the vision in mind when they’re working with their students.”
Having embraced the idea of “we’re in this together,” Participant 6 has lead his team to
“communicate with each other in such a way that it encourages trust, a culture of trust.”
Results from Research Question 4: Systems Changes as Perceived by Principals
Research Question 4: What do directors and principals identify as system changes
required for the implementation of CCSS?
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Figure 12 illustrates the frequency of participant responses for the themes
identified by the researcher from the interview transcripts and the intercoder reliability
process. The following narrative is an analysis of these main themes.

Figure 12. System changes as perceived by principals.

Using new curriculum. All principals stated that their school’s systems changed
in one way or another because their curriculum sources were different than before.
Participants 6 and 8 led schools in which teachers were expected to create their own
curriculum for all content areas. Participant 8 stated, “Teachers were given a pacing
guide, which teachers viewed only as a skeleton and they were expected to put the meat
on the bones.” Two districts were early implementors of the first curricula that were
approved by the state. Participants 1 and 2 were told by the district what curriculum to
use, but the former was allowed some flexibility at the site level. Participant 2 stated,
We have a little bit more flexibility as to what we do and how we do it just
because not too many people fully understand our program so, they support what
we are doing along with consultants and other that are coming in [from the
district].
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The rest of the participants had a combination of adopted curriculum in various content
areas and combined it with teachers writing their own curriculum.
District presented professional development. Six of the eight participants are in
schools where their districts have set up some kind of Professional Development (PD)
system around CCSS implementation. The structures vary greatly from district to
district, and, even site to site. Participant 1 shared, “The district is employing Teachers
on Special Assignment (TOSA)s to develop leadership. We are using programs similar
to PLCs in order to impact instruction.” At his school, the PD is occurring almost on a
monthly basis. “We team up with district content area experts to come in [to the school]
to help and support teachers with the implementation of Common Core,” shared
Participant 6. For the past several years, “the district has provided training around the
curriculum guides written by the district’s curriculum committee,” shared Participant 8.
New mission, vision, and statements. Half of the participants used the
implementation as a transition to change or update their school’s vision and mission
statement to better align with the new focus of the CCSS. Participant 2 took the
opportunity that CCSS had allowed him to leverage with regards to everyone being
leaders, and found a new identity for the school, a leadership school. He stated, “The
process led to everyone being on a leadership team.” Having engaged all his
stakeholders, Participant 4 stated, “The vision helped to drive the change.” He added that
the school was primed for CCSS, and “We had vehicles for it.” As part of building
leadership, Participant 6 shared, “Collectively, we looked at our values as a team, and
from our values, we reflected on what we wanted our mission and our statement to be.”
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These schools used CCSS as leverage to completely update their identification as a
collective group.
Instructional rounds with feedback. Because instruction with CCSS was so
different from previous instructional methods, three out of the eight schools saw the need
for focused instructional rounds with clear feedback. These instructional rounds were
peer to peer. Participant 1 stated, “We engaged in bimonthly peer observations in order
to provide feedback to one another.” At his school, Participant 2 used the structure of
PLCs to do instructional rounds, see what the data from the rounds were telling them, and
then make the necessary changes. Participant 5’s school did extensive work around
instructional rounds. She stated,
We did a lot of training for instructional rounds. We did classroom visits, but we
were more looking at instructional rounds. We would end up having not only the
teachers going and seeing what was happening in the classrooms, but also doing
the true structures of instructional rounds where they get together and they talk
and identify a problem and they talk it through.
These instructional rounds allowed teachers to begin sharing a common language as well
as being able to see each other implementing CCSS strategies.
Results From Research Question 1: Mindset Changes as Perceived by Directors
Research Question 1: What do directors and principals identify as mindset
changes required for the implementation of CCSS?
Figure 13 illustrates the frequency of participant responses for the themes
identified by the researcher from the interview transcripts and the Intercoder reliability
process. The following narrative is an analysis of these main themes.
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Figure 13. Mindset changes as perceived by directors.

Courage to take risks. The theme of courage to take risks was clearly articulated
by six of the eight directors but with different rationales. Participant 13 stated, “They
[teachers] need to be willing to take risks and be courageous, comfortable about doing
things in new ways.” Another rationale by Participant 10 was “I think our staff are too
hard on themselves, that they are not willing to take risks, because they don’t want to
fail.” This need to be courageous and take risks is a mindset that one director also saw as
a need for students to make. Participant 15 stated, “The mindset shift is about failure,
really, even for kids. That it’s okay to not be right the first time. That takes courage
because they’re being vulnerable.” The willing teachers were the “courageous ones
because they metaphorically stood up and made the decision to try when many other
would not,” said Participant 11. She added, “It’s risky going against the status quo.”
Participant 16 shared, “Teachers taking risk is courageous because they don’t know what
the end result will be.” Collectively, they agreed that it was the fear of the unknown that
kept teachers from taking risks.
“This too shall pass” mindset. This way of thinking was exhibited by veteran
teachers, those that have been in the systems prior to CCSS. Six out of eight participants
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experienced this mindset. Participant 12 shared that at her district, the concept of shifting
mindset was not addressed at all at the district level. “Resistance is all we got when
Common Core was introduced,” she said. The resistance was verbalized with comments
such as “Those people at the state don’t know what they are doing; they’ve never been in
the classroom” and “This won’t last long. You will see.” Similarly, Participant 15 shared
that his veteran teachers were in “denial mode.” Their comments included “We have
been in education and we see things come and go. Well, let’s wait until it goes again.
Let’s see what happens.” In other districts, resistance was more a choice of not wanting
to do this. Participant 14 shared that they need to shift the mentality from “I don’t want
to do this” to “I’m really excited about it.” She said that even today, “We are still
struggling with some of those resistant staff.” Both Participants 11 and 16 shared that
teachers and staff were “uncomfortable and uncertain.” Both of these directors tried to
verbalize the fact that being “uncomfortable and uncertain is part of the change process.”
Learning from mistakes. The understanding that “we learn from our mistakes”
was shared by four out of the eight directors, as they directly made mention of it, but each
from a slightly different perspective. Participant 9 shared how, at the district level, they
learned from the mistake of imposing curriculum on teachers without getting their buy in.
She stated,
We made the mistake as a district of plopping down curriculum and saying, ‘Have
at it. This is the curriculum we’re going to use,’ with really no voice or the voice
of few. The emotion that came out of that was, ‘This isn’t working. This isn’t for
me. Common Core isn’t working.’
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She made a point addressing the fact that “as a district, we did to teachers, what we didn’t
want them to do to students.” Participant 10 said, “Our original plan didn’t really [go]
into mindset. We learned from that mistake. We weren’t ready for the wide range of
emotions that resulted. We weren’t necessarily prepared to deal with it.” Participant 13
shared, “We couldn’t make the transition to the 4 Cs (critical thinkers, communicators,
collaborative, and creativity) without allowing for mistakes. We were just not clear in
articulating that mistakes would be part of the process.”
Focused on what students need. Four out of the eight directors mentioned that
prior to CCSS, there were many foci. The attention was on doing many things
simultaneously. For these four, with CCSS, they focused their department on instruction,
but specifically what students needed to learn. Participant 10 mentioned that her district
wrote instructional guides, and “We focused on quality instruction, what students needed
to learn, regardless of whether we had textbooks that matched CCSS.” Participant 13
discussed the fact that they presented it as “Student A being the traditional student who
was just doing rote memorization and Student B as being the student that demonstrated
the 4 Cs, what do we need to do in our instruction to produce many ‘student Bs.’” She
went on to add, “that focus drove our professional development.” Similarly, Participant
15 shared that they had to teach teachers to “backwards plan. What do these kids need to
know?” The mindset with CCSS changed from the teacher delivering great lessons to
what students actually learned from that lesson.
Results From Research Question 2: Behavior Changes as Perceived by Directors
Research Question 2: What do directors and principals identify as behavioral
changes required for the implementation of CCSS?
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Figure 14 illustrates the frequency of participant responses for the themes
identified by the researcher from the interview transcripts and the intercoder reliability
process. The following narrative is an analysis of these main themes.

Figure 14. Behaviors changes as perceived by directors.

Collaboration and teamwork. Directors highlighted the need for collaboration in
the context of teamwork to accomplish and meet the demands of CCSS implementation;
some related this theme to the collaboration needed at the district level, while others were
focused on how collaboration needed to be present in CCSS classrooms. “Let’s come
back together. Let’s look at what worked and what didn’t. So the behavior that has
changed is that now ‘we are in this together,’” shared Participant 15. She added, “We
need to be working as a team (district).” To bridge the district and schools, Participant 16
addressed the need to have collaboration and teamwork between the district and the
schools. “Teachers and principals need to see us, at the district, as collaborators with
them. We are on the same team. It doesn’t work if we don’t work together.”
Participants 10 and 13 mentioned the need for classrooms to be seen as teams that
collaborate and work together. Participant 10 said, “They (students) should have more
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collaboration. Working with classmates to solve problems.” In the context of the 4 Cs
implementation, “Collaboration is a key piece if we are going to implement the 4 Cs.”
Leadership by many. Five of the eight directors have realized that there is so
much work to be done that not just the people in official “leadership” positions need to do
the work, but everyone must be engaged in the process of leading the implementation of
CCSS. Participant 12 shared, “I think what the focus has been is to create those
leadership teams or those leadership pockets and begin to build capacity. We need more
people to do the work and be effective.” Participant 13 stated how they are building
leaders: “We highlight some of the teacher leaders that have been already doing the work,
and then to inspire others to lead.” He added, “I think it’s the inspiration that’s
important.” Building capacity is very tightly linked to developing leadership in people.
Participant 9 said, “I sent five teacher leaders to receive professional development around
facilitation of a department meeting. This way we are building capacity in teachers to
lead.”
Student-centered decisions. CCSS has caused a drastic shift in looking at what
students are learning and away from what teachers are doing. This has forced a focus on
making student-centered decision even from the district level. Three out of the eight
directors made clear declarations of what they are doing. Participant 11 made her
position very clear:
I’m going to be transparent to a fault but you’ll never say, ‘I didn’t know what
was happening. Because I will always base my decisions on how it’s going to
impact the children. I’m going to push. I am going to say, “How is this good for
kids?
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Having this stance has helped change the behaviors of teachers. “I think that the willing
teachers saw that I was about the kids and so they, too, really became about the kids.”
Participant 12 shared that her district might not have focus on changing mindsets, but
they did send out clear messages that behaviors had to change because “we are focusing
on what students need.”
Results From Research Question 3: Cultural Changes as Perceived by Directors
Research Question 3: What do directors and principals identify as cultural
changes required for the implementation of CCSS?
Figure 15 illustrates the frequency of participant responses for the themes
identified by the researcher from the interview transcripts and the intercoder reliability
process. The following narrative is an analysis of these main themes.

Figure 15. Cultural changes as perceived by directors.

Continuous improvement. Six of the eight directors gave their perspective on
how they now have a culture of continuous improvement. In working with teachers and
administrators, Participant 13 mentioned, “In terms of culture, it’s that of continuous
improvement. It’s not the “caught you” kind of thing.” She continued, “It’s about how
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am I doing that’s relevant and on the cutting edge, meeting the needs and being
responsive to the needs of students.” Participant 12 stated,
I think from the beginning there was this understanding and this push of the only
way to move forward was to have data cycles and all that comes with that. But
more than just collecting data, but really that team thinking and a culture of
solving problems together.
In order to maintain these data cycles, that is one place where building capacity and
developing leadership teams became essential. Participant 13 shared how her district
took a stance of being reflective of their practices in order to be able to continue
improving. As she met with district and site personnel, she would ask, “Okay, now
reflect, what will you continue doing? Look at what is working and continue doing that.”
In continuous improvement, there is no room for continuing doing what doesn’t work.
Participant 16 shared, “In order to get better and improve continuously, we had to let go
of the status quo.”
Trust. Half of the participants stated that a culture of trust was necessary for the
implementation of CCSS. Of those participants, some mentioned trust at the staff level
while others addressed the need for trust among students in the classroom. Participant 10
shared, “Classrooms where CCSS was being implemented at high levels, there’s a lot
more trust. They [students] trust their classmates more and are collaborative.”
Participant 13 emphasized how important and big trust is. When she made the statement,
“culture can eat strategies for lunch,” she pointed out that if there is a “toxic culture in the
environment, nothing is possible. A culture of trust makes change possible.” Participant
16 mentioned reading the book The Speed of Trust (Covey, 2006). Through it, she
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learned that “The speed of change is directly correlated to the degree of trust.” She
added, “Without trust, we couldn’t do anything. That is why we focus on building trust
within the district as well as trust within the sites.”
Relevant. With the introduction of more informational text as part of the CCSS
and the need to increase writing, directors saw the need to make the content of the
curriculum relevant to students’ lives. Participant 13 said in the context of continuous
improvement, “The world is advancing. We need to be relevant and cutting edge,
preparing students for what they will need.” Similarly, Participant 14 discovered the
need for relevance as the district was writing their district benchmark assessments. “All
of our writing prompts are also Common Core aligned, and we make them as relevant as
we can, because we’re finding that, of course, we get better student writing samples on
the topics that they can relate to.” Participant 16 had helped her district take it even a
step further: “We have schools with high percentages of particular cultures. We are
trying to make our assessments and resources culturally relevant, using prompts that
those students can relate to.”
Results From Research Question 4: Systems Changes as Perceived by Directors
Research Question 4: What do directors and principals identify as system changes
required for the implementation of CCSS?
Figure 16 illustrates the frequency of participant responses for the themes
identified by the researcher from the interview transcripts and the intercoder reliability
process. The following narrative is an analysis of these main themes.
District delivered professional development. Each district varied greatly in how
they carried out their professional development around the CCSS implementation.
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Figure 16. Systems changes as perceived by directors.

Participant 10 is part of a district that manages the instructional components of the entire
district tightly. “Every school is expected to use the instructional guides. That’s been
made really clear.” She said that it has taken several years, but administrators are finally
using the language of the instructional guides when giving feedback to teachers. From
the district, “All professional development references the instructional guides. The
coaching support we provide the sites also communicate this piece [instructional
guides].” Likewise, Participant 15’s district created instructional guides but uses them
differently. “The reason for the instructional guides is just to give so many different
resources that are out there a place to be shared and linking them to the standards.” The
professional development at this district happens through the structure of PLCs. They
also focus on technology, “There’s been a lot of professional development with
technology so that teachers aren’t just going to the textbooks (which are outdated).”
Participants 14 and 16 both provide professional development based on the evidence they
see through walkthroughs and feedback provided by teachers through surveys.
Participant 14 stated, “Professional development is based on walkthroughs that provide
documentation of evidence of the next steps that are needed.” Likewise, Participant 16
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shared, “We have outlined our common strategies and we provide professional
development around those strategies.” Then, as the district personnel work with the
principal and share what they are seeing in the classrooms as well as survey of feedback
provided by the teacher. “We adjust our future professional development trainings based
on what is happening ‘in the moment’ in the classrooms.”
District common assessments. Four of the eight participants reported that at the
district level, their departments have written common benchmark assessments that all the
schools in the district must use. In alignment with the instructional guides, Participant 10
shared that her district wrote district-wide assessments in both ELA and mathematics.
She said, “Our common assessments are working well but we need to adjust them to
make them more culturally relevant to our diverse populations.” This sentiment was
shared by Participant 16 who added, “We have heard from the sites that there are some
prompts that their students didn’t relate too and couldn’t write about.” Participant 14
shared that they have written common assessments for writing that all students take,
including the rubrics to go with them: “All grade levels have one Common Core aligned
rubric and then all of our writing prompts are also Common Core aligned.”
Infrastructure changes. Three of the eight participants highlighted major
infrastructural changes as part of the CCSS implementation. Participant 11 shared that
changes began with the restructuring of the master schedule for ninth graders: “We put in
a lot of systems. The ninth-grade track was huge. We also put systems in place around
attendance and discipline as well as an ACT program.” Participant 9 shared that at her
district, “We tackled the huge task of implementing the A-G pathways.” She shared how
the CCSS made getting teacher buy-in for this transition much easier. Participant 12
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shared that their infrastructure changes were many. She stated, “We changed the
accounting system, the substitute system, and brought on technology for use in the
classroom like Lexia and Dibbles.” She shared that they needed to make those changes
in order to be close to aligning themselves to what was required by CCSS.
Professional Learning Communities (PLCs). How PLCs are used vary greatly
from district to district as well as from school to school. However, three out of the eight
participants stated that PLCs were started at their district as part of the implementation of
CCSS, as a district-wide initiative that was to be used by all schools. Both Participants
14 and 15 established the PLCs at the system through which teachers and administrators
would come together to collaborate. Participant 14 shared, “The biggest shift that we
wanted to take place was that ongoing teacher collaboration, and so we implemented the
PLC model.” Participant 15 stated, “To help us with all of this [change], and the people
skills, we shifted to our PLCs.” It is now a set structure in Participant 9’s district, where
they get requests from principals saying, “I have a couple of teacher leaders, can you
facilitate a training around PLCs?” In these districts, PLCs are the new instructional
system to continue with CCSS implementation.
Summary of Major Themes and Patterns in the Finding of both Principals and
Directors
This study’s major findings surfaced directly from the interview questions, which
were aligned to the research questions. The researcher examined all sixteen participants’
responses and identified common themes relating to their perceptions of changes made in
mindset, behaviors, culture, and systems in the implementation of the California CCSS.
Participants shared honestly what they experienced as they worked to implement CCSS at
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their site or district. They were very open and vulnerable in sharing what was going well
and what was not going well. Several participants were frank and said that their district
had not addressed the needed changes in a timely manner. All participants were very
excited about the study and are enthusiastically awaiting the results.
Table 6 illustrates the frequency of participant responses for the common themes
between the principals and directors. The following narrative is a brief analysis of the
major findings.
Table 6
The Four Domains and the Correlation Between Principals and Directors
Domain

Principals

Directors

Mindset
Allowing mistake and taking risks
Learning from mistakes
Courage to take risks

3
4
6
Behaviors

Collaboration and support
Collaboration and teamwork
Leadership is for the many
Leadership by many

8
7
6
5
Culture

Cycle of inquiry and feedback
Continuous improvement
Trust
Trust

5
6
3
4

Systems
District presented professional development
District delivered professional development

5
5

Mindset: Allowing Mistakes and Taking Risks
The major theme under the domain of mindset came from the concept of having a
growth mindset, allowing mistakes and taking risks. Three of the eight principals linked
both terms in their responses, yet the directors clearly shared them as two distinct mind
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shifts that needed to occur. The directors spoke of the themes as two different shifts that
needed to occur; six of the eight indicated courage to take risks, and half mentioned the
importance of learning from mistakes. Both sets of participants repeatedly stated the
importance of allowing teacher and students the space to take risks and letting any
failures that resulted from the attempt to be seen as part of the process in learning.
Behaviors: Collaboration and Leadership
There were two common themes in the domain of behaviors. Fifteen out of the 16
participants agreed on the need for collaboration, but all the principals (eight) saw it in
combination with support, and directors (six) saw it in conjunction with teamwork.
Principal unanimously agreed that collaboration was a needed change in behaviors in
order to implement CCSS. Nearly all directors also saw the need to have collaboration as
part of the process to implementation.
Six out of the eight principals and five out of the eight directors shared the need to
develop leadership in all teachers. CCSS is too big of a change with many requirements
to only be accomplished by a few leaders. Empowering teachers to stand and help lead
from their areas of strength is the only way CCSS will be able to be fully implemented.
Culture: Cycle of Inquiry and Trust
Within cultural changes needed for CCSS implementation, five out of the eight
principals stated the need for a continuous cycle of inquiry and feedback. This can
represent their focus on improving instruction. Directors, six out of eight, also mentioned
the need for continuous improvement but more from a global, district-wide perspective
that included much more than instruction.
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A culture of trust was the other theme that surfaced from both groups of
participants. It was interesting that three out of eight principals highlighted trust between
co-workers as the main kind of trust needed, whereas half of the directors made mention
of the trust needed in the classroom between students with one director stating the trust
needed between the district and the sites.
Systems: Professional Development
The same number of principals and directors, five out of eight, stated that the new
system needed as part of the implementation of CCSS was professional development
provided by the district. The variance between the participants was in that some PD was
scripted and mandated by the district while other PD was presented depending on the
needs of teachers and at the request of principals. Figure 17 summarizes the themes that
surfaced as major findings.

Figure 17. Summary of major findings.
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Summary
This chapter presented the qualitative data collected through the interviews of
eight principals and eight directors. The data were used to answer the questions of the
study that sought to determine the changes in mindsets, behaviors, cultures, and systems
principals and directors determined as needed in the implementation of CCSS. The data
were rich with the perspective and were given by people who have experienced it first
hand by being in their position for at least 3 years.
After a comprehensive and thorough analysis of the data, major themes were
identified and findings determined into six themes (one in the first and last and two in the
second and third domains):
1. In mindset, allowing for mistakes and taking risks
2. In behaviors, collaboration and leadership
3. In cultures, cycle of inquiry and continuous improvement
4. In systems, district provided professional development.
In the next chapter, these major findings are further explored, as are conclusions,
implications, and recommendations.
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CHAPTER V: FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Ultimately, leadership is not about glorious crowning acts. It’s about keeping your
team focused on a goal and motivated to do their best to achieve it, especially
when the stakes are high and the consequences really matter. It is about laying the
groundwork for others’ success, and then standing back and letting them shine.
—Chris Hadfield
Overview
Forty-two states and the District of Columbia have adopted the Common Core
State Standards (CCSS). The federal government envisioned that CCSS would help
produce a major reform in education and serve as the guiding set of national standards.
In California, the implementation plan, written by the Department of Education, was
written with the idea that CCSS would foster a complete transformation of the state’s
educational system. For California’s schools to be successful under the CCSS, the plan
needed to be well-written, outlined, and effectively executed. The missing component of
the plan was how to address a transformational change process as part of the
implementation.
This chapter is the summation of the study with the focus on the major findings
that the researcher gathered from the data collection process. The study also unearthed
some unexpected finding, and those are explained. Next, the conclusions are shared as
they relate to the findings. In those, the researcher is answering the “so what?” of a
finding, making a reasonable judgment of the study’s finding. Following that are the
implications for action. Having gathered all this knowledge about the study’s subject, the
researcher makes appropriate suggestions for improvements, corrections, and changes.
The chapter closes with the researcher’s recommendations for further research and
concludes with remarks and reflections.
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Figure 18 illustrates the organization and flow for this chapter. Following is the
narrative of the major findings, unexpected finding, conclusions, implications for actions,
and further research. It closes with final remarks and reflections.

Figure 18. Organization and flow of Chapter V.

Purpose Statement
The purpose of this descriptive, qualitative study was to explore and describe the
changes made in mindset, behaviors, culture, and systems as perceived by K-12 school
district directors and principals in California in the implementation of the California
Common Core State Standards (CCSS).
Research Questions
1. What do directors and principals identify as mindset changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
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2. What do directors and principals identify as behavioral changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
3. What do directors and principals identify as cultural changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
4. What do directors and principals identify as system changes required for the
implementation of CCSS?
5. Within the changes identified in the four quadrants, what changes were similar or
different in the perception of the directors and principals?
Research Methods and Data Collection Procedures
Wanting to identify the “what are” changes that occurred in mindset, behaviors,
culture, and systems during the CCSS implementation, this study was descriptive and
qualitative in nature. The heart of this study was about discovering the human dynamics
needed as part of the new education reform efforts, CCSS. Once the participants, eight
directors and eight principals, met the criteria of (a) at least 3 years in his or her current
position, (b) actively led the implementation of CCSS, and (c) knowledge of the shifts
required by CCSS, he or she was sent the full description of the study. The information
included two online forms to fill out; one was a demographics questionnaire and the
other, the four interview questions. The purpose of asking the questions prior to the
interviews was to give participants the time and space to think deeply about the
questions. The online interview questions also included the informed consent, but during
the interview the participants were asked to sign it. The core of the data collection
occurred during the interviews, when the questions were more deeply explored. The
interview was recorded and transcribed. The transcriptions were then coded to determine
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themes and patterns. Reliability in the data was established by having other researchers
collaborate in the analysis of the data.
Population
McMillan and Schumacher (2010) defined population as a group of people,
objects, or events that a researcher is interested in studying in order to make statements
about the people in that group. In this study, the population was K-12 school
administrators within the state of California. Administrators are defined by the state as
certificated and credentialed staff members who do not have direct contact with students,
who usually hold positions of superintendent, assistant superintendent, director,
coordinator, principal, assistant principal, or other title, and are typically not part of a
bargaining unit. In 2014-2015, there were approximately 11,021 directors and principals
within the state of California (CDE, 2017). For this study, the target population came
from Santa Clara County where there are 32 school districts with at least one director and
422 schools, a number which indicates the same number of principals.
Sample
The sample, or small group selected from the population, is selected using criteria
that assisted the researcher in answering the questions of the study. This study used
purposive criterion sampling because it sought participants who corresponded to
particular categories and who could serve as informed representatives about a topic of
interest (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010; Patten, 2012). Particularly, this study desired
participants who met specific criteria within the implementation of the CCSS.
Since studying every member of a large population is nearly impossible, the
researcher gathered responses and opinions by interviewing eight principals and eight
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directors, particularly directors involved with curriculum and instruction. The
participants had at least 3 years of experience in his or her administrative role, actively
led the implementation of the CCSS (through training or presentations), and had
knowledge of the shifts required by the CCSS. This ensured that the participants were in
their roles from the early years of implementation and well informed on the various facets
of the CCSS.
Major Findings
The purpose of this descriptive, qualitative study was to explore and describe the
changes made in mindset, behaviors, culture, and systems as perceived by K-12 school
district directors and principals in California in the implementation of the California
Common Core State Standards (CCSS). Four questions relating to each of the four
domains of the transformational change process were used in the interviews for this
research. This analysis of data resulted in identifying key findings in each of the four
domains of the transformational change process. Four key findings of transformational
change process were identified.
The summary of the major findings identified by the researcher is below. The
findings were directly linked not only to the interview questions but also to the research
questions. Figure 8 in Chapter IV shows the alignment. The interviews gave the
researcher detailed answers to the questions as well as provided rich conversation about
the experiences of the participants as they implemented CCSS. The participants have a
passion for education and a heart for the students and communities they serve. Their
dedication to improving the educational environment in which they work was evident.
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Figure 17 (repeated here for convenience) illustrates the frequency of participant
responses for the common themes between the principals and directors. The following
narrative is an analysis of the major findings.

Figure 17. Summary of major findings.

Major Finding From Research Question 1
Research Question 1: What do directors and principals identify as mindset
changes required for the implementation of CCSS?
Major Finding 1: Allowing mistakes and taking risks. Both principals and
directors mentioned aspects of growth mindset as necessary changes for CCSS
implementation. Principals answered with both phrases, “Allowing mistakes and taking
risks,” put together as if they were one item. These changes in mindset were something
that was needed by both teachers and students. Teachers were being asked to go from a
very scripted textbook to, for many of them, building their own curriculum. This is one
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of the reasons for the resistance that principals were experiencing. Teachers did not want
to take risks because they feared making mistakes and experiencing failure. Likewise,
for students, the instructional focus was on getting the right answer in previous standards.
Now, the focus is on the process of learning, by which students are developing ownership
for their own learning.
On the other hand, the directors mentioned the two phrases separately: “Allowing
mistakes” and “taking risks,” as if each shift needed to happen independently of the other.
Two directors made general comments of needing to change from a fixed mindset to a
growth mindset. As they explained what they meant by that statement, they shared that
they needed principals, teachers, and students to take risks and not be afraid of making
mistakes. There is no way to have a paradigm shift in methods of instruction without
having this mindset shift (Fullan, 2016; Marzano et al., 2005). Whether seen as one item
or two separate shifts, these mindset changes gave new meaning to failure as part of new
learning (Dweck, 2006).
The concept of mindset was not something that was not explicitly addressed by all
the participants. There were three principals who were working on mindset before CCSS
implementation. Two principals began addressing mindset as part of the CCSS
implementation and the need for change. Two principals said that they only started
looking into it after they felt the resistance from teachers. Two principals hung their
heads and said they never really addressed it; one said that it was not a district priority.
Not one director shared anything about addressing mindset before CCSS
implementation. Three of the directors saw the need for it simultaneously, and three
devoted time in professional development to this topic after the uproar of resistance.

140

Two directors bluntly shared that they thought it was something that needed to happen at
the school level and thus never focused on it. The demands of CCSS require, first and
foremost, a change in mindset of all educators and students. A mindset shift is a
prerequisite to sustaining change in behavior and culture (Anderson & Ackerman
Anderson, 2010; Marzano et al., 2005). Mindset is so critical that Ackerman Anderson
and Anderson (2010) stated, “Mindset can be either the key that opens the door to
transformation or the key that keeps it locked shut” (p. 290).
Major Finding From Research Question 2
Research Question 1: What do directors and principals identify as behavioral
changes required for the implementation of CCSS?
Major Finding 2: Collaboration. Collaboration was a theme highlighted and
specifically addressed by 94% of the participants as a change in behavior that needed to
occur during CCSS implementation. All principals spoke about it not only as new
behaviors that needed to be developed, but several of them also spoke about it in terms of
establishing cultures of collaboration (Fullan, 2016). Principals shared that due to many
reasons—new standards, new methods of teaching, new demands of what students need
to do, and no textbooks—the new demands of CCSS forced them [teachers] to
collaborate (Fullan, 2016). Teachers did not have another choice (Participant 2).
Directors also mentioned the need for collaboration. Yet, since they hold positions that
have a broader view of the district, they looked at it from two perspectives: like
principals, the collaboration necessary between site principals and teachers but also the
collaboration that was needed in the classroom between students. In CCSS, a classroom
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is much more collaborative (Participant 10). It is what is needed in order for students to
learn to process content and take ownership of their own learning (CDE, 2014).
Major Finding 3: Leadership for the/by many. CCSS requires all educators to
take responsibilities as leaders. CCSS leveled the “playing field” for all teachers
(Participant 11). With the paradigm shift that CCSS caused, all teachers were learning
new ways of thinking and teaching as the students were learning in new ways. These
new ways of thinking and behaving are needed in critical mass in the organization if
transformational change is to occur (Ackerman Anderson & Anderson, 2010). Hence, all
teachers had the opportunity to step up and lead from what they were doing well.
Teachers using CCSS strategies effectively have the opportunity to showcase what they
are doing, serve as role models for others, and develop as “teacher leaders.” At one
school, the principal reported that this process has led to everybody being on a leadership
team (Participant 2). When speaking of both mindset and behaviors, Participant 4 said it
clearly: “Teacher behavior and mindset shifts are a prerequisite for any kind of real
instructional change.” His statement is in complete agreement with the research.
Ackerman Anderson and Anderson (2010) stated, “Transforming mindset is a
prerequisite to sustained change in behavior and culture” (p. 35).
Major Finding from Research Question 3
Research Question 3: What do directors and principals identify as cultural
changes required for the implementation of CCSS?
Major Finding 4: Cycle of inquiry and continuous improvement. The
expectation for continuous improvement must be made overt as the normal way guiding
the districts. Since each school is a microsystem of the whole district, principals are
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focused on what their schools need. There were several ways that principals maintain a
cycle of inquiry in order to move the school forward. Many times, it included some form
of data inquiry. A couple of principals said they used a PCL model to facilitate this
learning. Another principal used the mode of multitier system of support (MTSS) to
engage in inquiry cycles. Others had less structured ways of analyzing the data.
Directors, with their macroview of the district, included cycles of inquiries as part
of their general concept of maintaining a culture of continuous improvement. Also, as
part of that process, they included cultures that were reflective, participatory for
continued growth, and having common understandings as a way of getting everyone on
the same page with the intentional purpose of improving and moving the district forward.
The research shows that in order to achieve a culture of continuous improvement,
directors must keep the focus on the goals of the district in the forefront of teachers’ and
principals’ minds and invite them to participate in the process (Ackerman Anderson &
Anderson, 2010; Marzano et al., 2005).
Major Finding 5: Trust. Where there is collaboration, there are high levels of
trust. Trust ranked as the number one behavior needed to create positive working
cultures (Covey, 2006). One of the three principals who addressed mindset before the
CCSS implementation was able to establish norms around common agreements, and one
of those agreements was that they would trust that their colleagues were doing what was
right for students and aligned to their new vision statement. This school was also the one
that said that because they “have been working on mindset and culture here for a long
time,” they had little to no resistance when the full implementation hit. They actually
used it as leverage to completely transform their school. Likewise, in the other school
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that addressed mindset prior to CCSS, when the implementation “hit” they were ready for
the change and “able to adapt to it quickly.” Principals rarely spoke of trust in the
classroom; on the other hand, directors were more concerned with the trust between
students. One director quoted Dr. James P. Comer who said, “No significant learning
occurs without a significant relationship.” With CCSS, there has to be a great
relationship between the teacher and the student, which does not occur if there is not
trust. Trust is paramount to the effective implementation of CCSS (Tschannen-Moran &
Gareis, 2015) or any reform effort (Fullan, 2016). Just one director mentioned the trust
that needed to be present between school administrators and directors of curriculum and
instruction. She felt there was still a strong “us” (school) versus “them” (district) culture
that needed to be replaced by a trusting partnership between the two. Trust, when
developed and leveraged, is the one thing that has the potential to create unparalleled
success and growth (Covey, 2006).
Major Finding from Research Question 4
Research Question 4: What do directors and principals identify as system changes
required for the implementation of CCSS?
Major Finding 6: District provided professional development. In CCSS, there
are so many new things to learn that professional development is the only way to provide
specific and targeted training. More than half of both principals and directors mentioned
how the new system that developed in their district as part of the CCSS implementation,
was professional development provided by the district. Prior to CCSS, professional
development or training was nonexistent in some districts, sporadic in some, and in
others not necessarily aligned to instructional focuses. The structure of the professional
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development training varied greatly from district to district. There were schools where
the principal identified the needed training and asked the district to present at his school.
Other districts told its schools what training would be offered, and teachers had to go to
the district office to receive the training. There was one school that actually collaborated
with the district and put out a survey to determine what areas the teachers felt they
needed to develop or strengthen. CCSS has been an era of professional development due
to the drastic changes, not just in the academic content standards, but also in the skills
and strategies that teachers needed to teach and students needed to learn (Cristol &
Ramsey, 2014). This new way of thinking in a system of continued learning is what
CCSS is all about. Learning is a journey, not a destination (Cristol & Ramsey, 2014).
Unexpected Findings
There were two unexpected findings; the first of these was related to the culture of
collaboration. Principals mentioned collaboration between teachers and school staff, and
directors mentioned collaboration between students and between the district and schools.
The research in Chapter II revealed that four of the seven guiding principles in
California’s CCSS Implementation Plan called for collaboration between all stakeholders
(CDE, 2014). Parents and the community as stakeholders in the CCSS implementation
were mentioned as a side note by only one principal, yet it was a critical part of the
state’s plan.
The other unexpected finding was that the principals who had been in their
position 10 years and more were the principals who addressed mindset and culture prior
to the implementation of CCSS. They were also those who had the lowest levels of
resistance and the highest levels of collaboration. One principal presented a video called
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Who Moved My Cheese to give his staff examples of paradigm shifts. He wanted all of
them to understand that “if you don’t embrace the change, you end up losing and falling
behind.” One director mentioned introducing the concept and book Starting with the Why
by Simon Sinek. Sinek believed that in order to change the way people do things, one
needs to explain the “why” that change is needed. The director wanted everyone to
understand the reasoning behind the needed changes. It seems that with such huge
educational changes, there would have been more educators addressing mindsets,
behaviors, and cultures. Educators are in the people business but have not addressed the
people needs required of transformational change.
Conclusions
Based on the study’s findings, the following conclusions have been deduced:
Conclusion 1
CCSS was a second-order change that was handled by many as a first-order
change.
Based on the findings of the study, in which seven out of eight principals stated
that under the mindset domain a new way of thinking was needed and that teachers
needed to believe that instructional practices needed to change, it is clear that CCSS was
not about maintaining the status quo or working within the same structure. Also, the
major finding common to both principals and directors—that risk taking should be
encouraged and that mistakes should be allowed and even welcomed—is a characteristic
of second-order change.
CCSS was a second-order change that was treated like a first-order change
because no one was equipped to facilitate it. Waters et al. (2003) stated that second-order
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changes are linked to accomplishing something that is beyond the current system.
Ackerman Anderson and Anderson (2010) believed that in transformational changes, new
ways of thinking are required. CCSS was completely different than the old system yet
was not implemented as such. The knowledge of change processes was missing from all
but four participants. Two veteran principals were aware of the need to change mindsets,
and one was aware of the need to address and bring to the forefront the notion of change.
He hinted and brought forth the need for change. In addition to Who Moved my Cheese,
he used pages from Making the Most of Change by William Bridges: “I used a bit of
those pages because sometimes there’s this grievance process. Sometimes what people
fear the most actually was . . . fear of change more than the change itself.” In order for
CCSS to have the lasting impact envisioned in California’s plan, educators need to invest
time and resources in learning about the concept of change processes and how to
implement transformational change in their districts (Fullan, 2016).
Conclusion 2
Transformational leadership development is needed.
The term leadership has many meanings. Close to half of the participants
mentioned leadership as a needed behavioral change in the CCSS implementation. How
they generally defined it was partly in line with the first “I” (influence) of
transformational leadership (Ackerman Anderson & Anderson, 2010; Northouse, 2013).
When speaking about teacher leaders, they usually shared that “teacher leaders served as
good role models of what the new strategies needed to look like.” As research indicated,
in idealized influence, the leader demonstrates to the follower that he or she can be
counted upon to do the right things. But, that is the extent to which they discussed the

147

role of leadership. Neither principals nor directors mentioned their own leadership and
how they were leading the school or district. All the findings demonstrate that principals
and directors were unaware of the scope of what it means to be a transformational leader.
It is concluded that in order for CCSS to be implemented as it was intended, the leaders
need to know what it means to be a transformational leader (Marzano et al., 2005).
Conclusion 3
Building trust is critical.
Teachers were the number one people responsible for and actually doing the work
of CCSS implementation, yet having their trust was not part of the plan. Although almost
half of the participants mentioned the need for trust as part of a culture that needed to be
established for the CCSS implementation, only two principals thought about it as
something that needed to happen prior to implementation. All other participants
experienced high levels of resistance. It was only after the fact that they realized that
they did not have the trust of the teachers in order to move forward with implementation.
Research tells us that one thing that transformational educational leaders do is to focus on
the individual consideration aspect of leadership (Northouse, 2013) because teachers are
more resistant to change and require that special attention in order to gain trust and a
sense of belonging in the future state of the organization (Marzano et al., 2005). It is
evident that district leadership did not take the time to build consensus and trust in the
implementation plan of CCSS before launching.
Conclusion 4
CCSS was meant to be a transformation change in the educational system in
California, and yet only developmental changes were attempted.
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Research tells us that there are two premises with developmental changes:
(a) people have the capacity to improve and (b) if provided the proper training,
motivation, and resources, people will improve their work (Ackerman Anderson &
Anderson, 2010). In education, this would involve professional development, learning
communities, and so forth. This is precisely what most districts have done. They are
providing professional development about what CCSS is and how to possibly implement
it. Organizational transformation is such a profound and extreme change that it requires a
complete shift in mindset, behavior, and culture to create a new system that is not only
successful but also sustainable over time (Ackerman Anderson & Anderson, 2010;
Northouse, 2013). This has not happened with CCSS. The old mindset was not
addressed as a prerequisite to new behaviors that need to be implemented to create a
culture that would also enable a new system to take root (Ackerman Anderson &
Anderson, 2010). Since the CCSS implementation plan was written to be
transformational (CDE, 2014), a transformational change process should be used to
complete the CCSS implementation.
Implications for Action
From the interviews, both principals and directors gave the impression that CCSS
implementation was completed several years ago. Yet at the same time, they all
commented, “It’s an ongoing process.” Since CCSS was not implemented in the context
of a change process, no school district will be revisiting and/or evaluating the
effectiveness of a CCSS implementation plan. One director specifically stated, “That is
not where we want to invest our time.” Based on an extensive review of the literature,
data collection from participants intimately involved with CCSS implementation,
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findings, and conclusions, the following implications for action are recommended for
implementing a transformational change process in educational reform efforts that will
produce the impact that is needed.
Implication 1: Educational Change Process Training
Educational reform efforts will never have the lasting and transformational impact
that is needed until administrators, at all levels, are taught to use a change model to
facilitate the process of change. In education, good pedagogy and the change process
must be integrated to produce the desired results. The concept that in change, there is a
beginning, middle, and end is important for administrators to fully grasp. Teachers are
feeling burnt out and leaving the profession because, as one of the participants shared,
“The change is never complete.” Teachers are asking when it will be done. Education is
in the people business, and educators need to understand that change in districts and
schools is a socially complex endeavor. Hence, human dynamics must be addressed first
in order to be able to lead a change process and overcome the natural resistance to
change, and that begins with addressing the mindset shift that will be required as part of
the change. Behaviors and cultures will change in relation to the shift in mindset. When
the human dynamics are addressed first, then a new system can be collectively created
that will be both transformational and long lasting. It is recommended that administrators
in California be trained in the concepts of change process in order to be able to facilitate
the reform changes needed by CCSS. Furthermore, it is recommended that district
personnel, especially directors, be trained in the processes and models of change in order
to facilitate and model what is needed and required by school principals. Principals can
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then, in turn, train the teachers at their school. This would allow all educators to be on
the same page as to what is required to implement transformational educational reform.
Implication 2: Leadership Development
The research and data from the study confirmed that directors and principals are
not being trained on how to address the various leadership demands that are required of
them. The position of director is critical as they oversee the implementation of
educational standards of the entire district. They are in an exceptionally important
position to share and guide principals in the development of their teachers. Directors
should serve as role models for the principals at the schools, modeling what they would
like principals to do with their school staff. Directors must be adept in all areas of
leadership development that principals need to have.
The position of principal is unique in that it requires both transactional and
transformational leadership abilities. Just telling a principal they are the instructional
leader of the school does not fully explain the magnitude of all the responsibilities they
have and the number of “hats” they need to wear. On top of the normal day-to-day
operations of a school, principals need to serve as the leading change agents during the
implementation of CCSS. That is a concept that is foreign to most educators. It is
recommended that districts invest in extensive training of their principals as well as
directors on the different aspects and components of leadership, particularly
transformational leadership. Leadership development of administrators must be at the
forefront of what is provided if lasting change is to occur in schools and districts.
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Recommendations for Further Research
This study offers insights into the changes needed as part of the CCSS
implementation in the areas of mindset, behavior, culture, and systems. Based on the
findings and limitations of the study, the following recommendations are suggested to
provide additional research and serve to help school administrators better understand
change processes needed in education.
Recommendation 1
The first recommendation is that a replication of the study should be conducted
interviewing principals and directors from across the state to determine whether the
findings are consistent statewide. This will determine whether the implications for
actions are needed at the state level.
Recommendation 2
The second recommendation is that a study be conducted to identify districts that
are conducting evaluations on the effectiveness of their CCSS implementation plans
versus districts that are not and compare their growth in student achievement. This will
determine whether evaluating the implementation plans is correlated with the
improvement of student achievement and the need for all school district to also evaluate
their plans.
Recommendation 3
The third recommendation is that a study be conducted to determine whether any
school district in the state of California did use a transformational change process and
leverage the CCSS implementation as the vehicle to completely transform the
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organization. They could serve as a model of how to carry out a transformational change
of a district through the use of a new educational reform effort.
Recommendation 4
The fourth recommendation is that a study be conducted to analyze the kinds of
programs provided to principals as they are earning their administrative credential or as
they are involved in leadership programs. The purpose of the credentials is to help
prepare principals for all the leadership demands of the position, including how to engage
the human dynamics of the organization and how to lead change. This would shed light
on what adjustments or revamping need to be made in programs to better equip principals
for their positions.
Concluding Remarks and Reflections
The world is moving and changing at an incredibly fast pace, and education in the
United States is struggling to keep up with the rapidity. The ability to prepare students
for jobs that do not yet exist is dependent upon educators embracing the process and
concept of change. The way this change was handled in many schools and districts has
left educators feeling unsure and less than confident of CCSS’s ability to have lasting and
impactful effects as a new pedagogy. Educators have very much felt the swing of the
pendulum, going from the rote memorization and cramming of fact into students that was
the focal point of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) to CCSS and its goal of teaching
students to think critically and own their own learning. If the change process components
are not addressed and leaders are not taught how to be change agents, CCSS will become
just another pendulum swing and another attempted initiative that did not work. The
initiatives or reform efforts are not the issue. The problem is that we have not addressed
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and taught educators how to handle the complexities of a change process: how to handle,
deal with, and work through elaborate shifts in the way education is done.
The purpose of this descriptive, qualitative study was to explore and describe the
changes made in mindsets, behaviors, cultures, and systems in the implementation of the
California CCSS as perceived by K-12 principals and directors. It conveyed the changes
that were made largely in response to the implementation and not as part of the plan.
This study considered the different viewpoints and perspectives from principals and
directors as each plays a different role in the CCSS implementation, but they are
complementary to each other in the final goal of transitioning to new educational
standards. The interviews were a powerful tool to delve deeply into the ways of thinking
of the principals and directors to understand the process through which they experienced
the changes occurring as part of this implementation. It was valuable to include
participants who had been in their positions awhile as it provided an intimate glimpse into
what has transpired during critical implementation years. Findings exposed that many
things have changed but were changed largely in response to the resistance displayed by
teachers when they were told to change instructional content and practices. It is clear that
in many cases teachers did not understand the need for the change, and hence there was
high resistance. Directors and principals were not equipped to deal with the
overwhelming emotional response that CCSS produced. As one participant shared, “We
were not ready for the explosion of emotions that we got.”
This study has been a true journey of discovery and learning. The stories of
successes and failures shared by the participants will be with me for a long time and drive
my passion to continue to build leadership capacity in our administrators. Principals and
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directors do what they do with the true conviction that they are doing their best on behalf
of students and the teachers they serve. It was heartbreaking to see and hear the struggles
of principals and how they did their best with what they knew. One of them even said,
“I don’t know how to move people and help them change.” Change is hard and it is
personal, but it is possible to learn how to maneuver through it and how to equip the
people who work with us to make the necessary changes.
For years, I have said that I believe in coaching and mentoring as a way to build
capacity in educators. This study has given me a new focus to what I do. All educators,
but particularly those in positions such as principals and district office personnel, need to
be trained on how to address and deal with major changes. Our educational system will
never be transformed if we do not purposefully and intentionally attend to the
deficiencies that our leadership has about change theories. I am on a mission to help
bring this knowledge to educators all across the state of California. The future success of
our students depends on our ability to make the necessary changes to the system that is
preparing them to participate in this fast-paced, changing world.
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APPENDIX B
Demographic Questionnaire

Demographic Questionnaire
Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in my research study. This questionnaire begin your
participation.
By filling it out you agreeing to participate and you have been given informed consent.
Informed Consent:
I understand that I may refuse to participate in or I may withdraw from this study at any time without any
negative consequences. Also, the investigator may stop the study at any time. I also understand that no
information that identifies me will be released without my separate consent and that all identifiable
information will be protected to the limits allowed by law. If the study design or the use of the data is to be
changed I will be so informed and my consent obtained. I understand that if I have any questions,
comments, or concerns about the study or the informed consent process, I may write or call the Office of
the Vice Chancellor Academic Affairs, Brandman University, 16355 Laguna Canyon Road, Irvine, CA
92618 Telephone (949) 3417641. I acknowledge that I have received a copy of this form.
* Required

1. Full Name *

2. Best email address *

3. Phone number  easily reachable *

4. Position *

5. District *

6. How long have you been in your current
position? *

7. Describe your role in leading the implementation of CCSS? *
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Appendix C
Preliminary Interview Questions

Preliminary Interview Questions
There are four quadrants in the Conscious Change Leader Accountability Model by AckermanAnderson
and Anderson: mindset, culture, behavior, and systems. The changes addressed in those four quadrants
are what will drive the conversation for this research study. Change processes are long and arduous.
Human capital is needed in order to implement what is required and make change possible. This study is
about determining and pinpointing what changes in the human dynamic, as well as in systems, were
used or needed during implementation.
In mindset, leaders are tending to the “heart” of individuals, his or her emotions, values, belief,
commitment level, etc.
In behaviors, they are observing his or her people’s skills, talents, styles of work and even leadership, as
well as his or her behaviors in general.
In culture, it is much more than just the environment. It includes the collective way of thinking and acting,
relationships between workers, as well as the norms.
Systems covers everything from policies and procedures, structures, to actual technology systems.
Please list the changes that occurred in your school or district as part of the CCSS implementation.

1. What changes where made in MINDSET as part
of the CCSS implementation at your district?

2. What changes where made in BEHAVIOR as
part of the CCSS implementation at your
district?

3. What changes where made in CULTURE as
part of the CCSS implementation at your
district?

4. What changes where made in SYSTEMS as
part of the CCSS implementation at your
district?

Powered by
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Appendix D
Interview Protocol Draft

My name is Daisy Rojas and I am a principal in a bilingual elementary school is San
Jose. I’m a doctoral candidate at Brandman University in the area of Organizational
Leadership. I’m conducting research to determine the areas in which changes have been
made as part of the CCSS implementation process. There are four quadrants in the
Conscious Change Leader Accountability Model by Anderson-Ackerman and Anderson:
mindset, culture, behavior, and systems. It is the changes addressed in those four
quadrants that will drive the conversation for this research study. Change processes are
long and arduous. Human capital is needed in order to implement what is required and
make change possible. This study is about determining and pinpointing what changes in
the human dynamic, as well as in systems, were used or needed during implementation.
In mindset, leaders are tending to the “heart” of individuals, his or her emotions, values,
belief, commitment level, etc.
In behaviors, they are observing his or her people’s skills, talents, styles of work and
even leadership as well as his or her behaviors in general.
In culture, it is much more than just the environment. It includes the collective way of
thinking and acting, relationships between workers as well as the norms.
Systems cover everything from policies and procedures, structures, to actual technology
systems.
I’m conducting 16 interviews with leaders like yourself. The information you give, along
with the others, will hopefully provide a clearer picture of the areas in which changes
have taken place during CCSS implementation. This will add to the body of knowledge
on change processes in education. It is important to identify areas that need more
attention in order for the change processes to be complete and long lasting.
Incidentally, even though it appears a bit awkward, I will be reading most of what I say.
The reason for this to guarantee, as much as possible, that my interviews with all
participating exemplary leaders will be conducted in a similar fashion.
Informed Consent (required for Dissertation Research)
In order to accurately document your answers, this interview is being recorded. It will
then be transcribed for analysis. Your name and information will not be linked to your
responses other than your position as it relates to the study.
I would like to remind you any information that is obtained in connection to this study
would remain confidential. All of the data will be reported without reference to any
individual(s) or any institution(s). After I record and transcribe the data, I will send it to
you via electronic mail so that you can check to make sure that I have accurately captured
your thoughts and ideas.
Did you receive the Informed Consent and Brandman Bill of Rights I sent you via email?
Do you have any questions or need clarification about either document?
We have scheduled an hour for the interview. At any point during the interview you may
ask that I skip a particular question or stop the interview altogether. For ease of our
discussion and accuracy I will record our conversation as indicated in the Informed
Consent.
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Do you have any questions before we begin? Okay, let’s get started, and thanks so much
for your time.
Interview Questions
You already filled out the open-ended demographics questionnaire as well as the
preliminary interview questions around the four quadrant areas. I wanted to give you the
opportunity to reconfirm your answers to the demographic information and add to your
list within the four quadrants if you would like, in case you thought of another change
after the fact.
Demographic information
Read through the demographic info to confirm.
Open-ended questionnaire
Now moving on to the open-ended preliminary questions. For each of the 4 quadrants, I
will read the answers you submitted and you can add anything you might have forgotten.
Then we will probe deeper into each question.
1. What changes were made in mindset as part of the CCSS implementation at your
district?
2. What changes were made in behavior as part of the CCSS implementation at your
district?
3. What changes were made in culture as part of the CCSS implementation at your
district?
4. What changes were made in systems as part of the CCSS implementation at your
district?

Probing questions will most likely be asked to clearly understand the answers given
under each of the four questions.
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General Probes
The general probes were used to gather more information during the interview (not
shared with the participants) when you want to get more info and/or expand the
conversation with them.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

“What did you mean by . . .”
“Do you have more to add?”
“Would you expand upon that a bit?”
“Why do think that was the case?”
“Could you please tell me more about . . “
“Can you give me an example of . . .”
“How did you feel about that?”
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Appendix F
Informed Consent Letter

Dear (insert name):
Thank you for agreeing to be a participant in my research study. The goal of this study is
to identify that changes were made in mindset, behavior, culture, and systems as part of
the implementation of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). The study asks 8
principals and 8 directors to provide their insights and opinions regarding the CCSS
implementation at their district. Your expertise comes from having at least three years of
experience in your current position, actively leading the implementation of CCSS, and
having knowledge of the shifts required by CCSS.
There are four quadrants in the Conscious Change Leader Accountability Model by
Anderson-Ackerman and Anderson: mindset, culture, behavior, and systems. It is the
changes addressed in those four quadrants that will drive the conversation for this
research study. Change processes are long and arduous. Human capital is needed in order
to implement what is required and make change possible. This study is about
determining and pinpointing what changes in the human dynamic, as well as in systems,
were used or needed during implementation.
In mindset, leaders are tending to the “heart” of individuals, his or her emotions, values,
belief, commitment level, etc.
In behaviors, they are observing his or her people’s skills, talents, styles of work and even
leadership as well as his or her behaviors in general.
In culture, it is much more than just the environment. It includes the collective way of
thinking and acting, relationships between workers as well as the norms.
Systems cover everything from policies and procedures, structures, to actual technology
systems.
Study Process and Dates of the Study
There are three parts to your participation.
1. Online demographic questionnaire—this will include your name, contact info,
position, how long you have been in your current position, describe your role in
leading the implementation of CCSS, etc. This questionnaire will take not more
than 10 minutes to complete.
2. Online preliminary questions—this will include four open-ended questions around
the four quadrants mentioned above. These questions could be as short as five
minutes to fifteen, depending on how much you have to share.
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3. Interview—ideally this would be in person but could be a phone interview
The study will be conducted over a period of three weeks in December. With this letter
you are receiving the link to both the questionnaire and the survey.
Demographic Questionnaire link:
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSePkS3MMp-PprIsF9eHn2H4Q4lnKC7KiDPPFompajcp8UK7w/viewform?usp=sf_link
Questions link:
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLSdN9282Hx6xc2RZyMg61Wfpupr2CashCz
8PlhlRuFMriwfrfw/viewform?usp=sf_link
Please complete those in the next week. Once both of those have been completed, I will
be contacting you by email and/or phone to set up the interview. Again, the interview
will take no more than 30 minutes.
Requirements of the Study
In order to guarantee the validity and timely completion of this study, participants are
asked to review these requirements and confirm your willingness and ability to complete
the study.
One key element of any research study is anonymity. Neither your name nor your
answers will be shared with other participants. Please do not discuss your answers to the
preliminary with others throughout the process.
Participants are chosen by their willingness to participate, have at least three years of
experience in your current position, actively lead the implementation of CCSS, and have
knowledge of the shifts required by CCSS.
During the period of the study, participants must complete the demographic and
preliminary interview questions through an online form. Interviews will be scheduled as
participants complete the forms.
Informed Consent (included in the demographic online questionnaire)
Please read the following and sign below:
I understand that I may refuse to participate in or I may withdraw from this study at any
time without any negative consequences. Also, the investigator may stop the study at any
time. I also understand that no information that identifies me will be released without my
separate consent and that all identifiable information will be protected to the limits
allowed by law. If the study design or the use of the data is to be changed I will be so
informed and my consent obtained. I understand that if I have any questions, comments,
or concerns about the study or the informed consent process, I may write or call the
Office of the Vice Chancellor Academic Affairs, Brandman University, 16355 Laguna
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Canyon Road, Irvine, CA 92618 Telephone (949) 341-7641. I acknowledge that I have
received a copy of this form.
Signed: ________________________________________________________________
Please return the informed consent as a scanned pdf.

Daisy Rojas
xxxxxx@xxxxx.xxx
xxx-xxx-xxxx
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Appendix G
E-Mail Request for Participation

Dear (insert name):
My name is Daisy Rojas and I am a principal in San Jose Unified School District. I am
also a doctoral candidate, currently completing a dissertation on the implementation of
Common Core State Standards (CCSS). In this dissertation, I am doing a qualitative,
descriptive study looking to see what changes in the areas of mindset, behavior, culture,
and systems occurred as part of the CCSS implementation. I am looking to investigate
the perspectives of principals and directors, particularly of Curriculum and Instruction.
I would be extremely grateful if you would agree to participate in the study. To
participate, you would first need to meet three criteria: 1) in your current position of
principal or director for at least three years, 2) actively lead the implementation of CCSS,
and 3) have knowledge of the shifts required by CCSS.
It will require little of your time, but the value of your expertise will add greatly to the
studies’ findings. The study will be conducted through 3 parts, an online demographic
questionnaire, an online preliminary interview questions, with four open-ended questions,
and a short 30-minute interview. I will share the transcripts of the interview with you for
any adjustments to accurate represent your answers. I will also share the findings of the
study and offer any assistance to you that I can, based on my research.
Thank you for considering your participation in this study. Your input is invaluable to
advancement of research of this kind.
Thankful for your support,

Daisy Rojas
xxxxxx@xxxxx.xxx
xxx-xxx-xxxx
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